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13  perhaps  what  people  visualize  for  the  upcoming  Main 
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19  December  committee  meeting  we  talked  about  the 
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25  committee  RAB  members  to  join.    Thank  you. 

25                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 
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1  committee  work? 

2  BOARDHEMBER  POWERS:    I  have  a 

3  question.    Having  missed  the  last  meeting,  I  have  a 

4  question  about  the  Education  and  Outreach 

5  Committee.    What  recent  activity  has  there  been? 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  that  the 

7  RAB  took  some  time  to  --  I'm  thinking  back  a  few 

8  months  now,  about  the  time  that  we  were  talking 

9  about  the  landfill  resolution.    This  was  several 

10  months  back,  April  or  May.    We  began  to  talk  about 

11  that  outside  the  RAB.    We  also  took  information 

12  regarding  the  Feasibility  Study  out  to  other 

13  neighborhood  organizations  and  made  attempts  to 

14  inform  other  organizations  about  Feasibility  Study 

15  issues.    Since  that  time,  there  hasn't  been  a 

16  coordinated  program. 

17  But  I  could  see  something  --  particularly 

18  with  the  RAB  --  beginning  to  develop  its  ideas  on 

19  remedial  alternatives.    That  same  set  of  ideas 

20  could  then  be  taken  out  to  various  organizations  to 

21  get  their  read  and  input. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    I  think  Julia 

23  Cheever  has  been  doing  a  lot  of  outreach  and 

24  communication. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Well,  I  wrote 
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1  an  article  for  the  upcoming  newsletter  --  I'm  not 

2  sure  when  that  is  coming  out  --  on  review  of  RAB 

3  activities,  which  was  kind  of  fun  to  do.    I  also 

4  wrote  an  article  for  the  Sierra  Club  Yodeler,  about 

5  the  Feasibility  Study  and  Crissy  Field.    And,  of 

6  course,  I'm  in  touch  with  my  neighborhood  group,  as 

7  many  people  here  are. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

9  Committee  Business?    All  right.    Moving  to  Item  5, 

10  Presentation,  Discussion. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  just  wanted 

12  to  take  the  opportunity  here  this  evening  to 

13  explain  to  everyone  what  process  we  have  adopted  to 

14  complete  the  decision- document  process  for  the  Main 

15  Installation  sites. 

16  As  you  know,  we  published  a  draft  Feasibility 

17  Study  last  summer.    The  comment  period  ended  around 

18  the  middle  of  September,  I  think  it  was  actually 

19  September  10th.    There  was  a  flurry  of  comments  on 

20  that  document.    There  were  some  strategy  sessions 

21  among  the  stakeholders  as  to  how  the  Army  should 

22  best  respond  to  those  comments  as  we  began  going 

23  through  the  Crissy  Field  process.    In  other  words, 

24  how  we're  going  to  achieve  consensus  on  remedial 

25  alternatives  there. 
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1  Stakeholders,  in  a  December  meeting, 

2  suggested  --  I  think  it  was  representatives  of  the 

3  Trust,  perhaps  their  consultants  --  that  we  depart 

4  from  the  strategy  we  had  originally  adopted  for  the 

5  Main  Installation  sites,  and  take  an  approach  that 

6  we  did  similar  to  Crissy  Field.    We  thought  that 

7  approach  would  be  better,  because  the  basis  of 

8  negotiation  would  be  a  statement  of  what  it  is  that 

9  the  other  stakeholders  wanted. 

10  The  suggestion  from  the  Park  Service  and 

11  Trust  was,  "Why  don't  you  allow  us  an  opportunity 

12  to  present  what  we  think  would  be  an  appropriate 

13  remediation  action  or  alternatives  at  the  Main 

14  Installation  site,  and  let  that  be  the  basis  of 

15  negotiations  between  the  Army  and  the  rest  of  the 

16  stakeholders  for  formulating  whatever  decision  we 

17  ultimately  decide  to  make." 

18  And,  as  I  understand  it,  the  Trust  is,  in  all 

19  likelihood,  going  to  engage  Erler  &  Kalinouski, 

20  Inc.,  the  consultants  that  worked  with  GGNRA  on  the 

21  Crissy  Field  RAP.    They  are  going  to  use  the  same 

22  consulting  firm  to  assist  them  with  the  Main 

23  Installation  sites. 

24  The  Army  feels  that  that's  probably  a  good 

25  approach,  because,  historically,  what  we've  done  is 
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1  we  have  tried  to  interpret  what  the  reuse  authority 

2  thought  was  appropriate,  and  in  almost  every  single 

3  case  the  Army  would  interpret  that  wrong  and  we'd 

4  end  up  producing  a  document  that  would  meet  with  a 

5  lot  of  contention  and  disagreement. 

6  So  similar  to  what  we've  done  with  the  Crissy 

7  Field  RAP,  we  feel  that  if  the  reuse  authority,  in 

8  this  case,  the  Presidio  Trust,  the  Park  Service, 

9  some  of  their  associated  organizations  like  the 

10  GGNRA  Advisory  Commission,  if  they  came  to  the  Army 

11  and  said,  "Here's  what  we  think  would  be  a  good 

12  idea  for  addressing  environmental  issues  at  these 

13  sites,"  that  that  would  be  a  good  launching  point 

14  for  all  of  our  discussions. 

15  So,  as  I  understand  it,  the  Trust  and  its 

16  consultants  are  in  the  process  of  developing  that 

17  document  right  now,  and  they  are  going  to  present 

18  it  as  a  document.    They  are  going  to  look  at  all 

19  the  Main  Installation  sites  that  were  presented  in 

20  the  draft  Feasibility  Study  that  the  Army  published 

21  last  year,  and  we  don't  know,  they  may  add  sites  to 

22  that.    But  their  intention  is  to  present  their 

23  concerns  and  how  they  feel  would  be  an  appropriate 

24  way  to  address  the  environmental  issues. 

25  And  similar  to  what  we've  done  for  Crissy 
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1  Field,  we'll  have  a  series  of  meetings,  typically, 

2  RPM  meetings,  but  have  them  more  frequently  than  on 

monthly  basis,  and  invite  stakeholders  to 
•*  participant  in  the  negotiation  process  that  will 

5  ultimately  lead  us  to  a  consensus  on  how  we're 

6  going  to  deal  with  all  of  these  sites.    We  did  not 

7  establish  a  time  frame  for  them  to  --  a  specific 

8  time  frame,  rather  --  finish  that,  but  we  kind  of 

9  targeted  somewhere  around  early  to  mid  February. 

10  So  perhaps  something  in  the  next  three  to  four 

11  weeks  we  could  expect  to  see  that  from  the  Trust 

12  and  its  consultants.    And  then  at  that  point,  we 

13  plan  to  organize  a  series  of  meetings  to  begin  our 

14  negotiation  process. 

15  The  follow  on  to  that,  once  we're  in  a 

16  negotiation  process  --  and  this  is  something  that 

17  the  Army  is  trying  to  decide  to  do  --  should  the 

18  Army  then  prepare  a  revised  Feasibility  Study  for 

19  the  Main  Installation  sites,  or,  should  we,  based 

20  on  the  negotiations  that  we  have,  just  prepare  a 

21  Responsiveness  Summary  to  the  draft  FS  similar  to 

22  what  we  did  for  Crissy  Field,  versus  the  comment 

23  draft  RAP.    Which  way  we  go  is  yet  to  be 

24  determined.    It  is  our  intent  to  have  that 

25  discussion  with  as  many  of  the  stakeholders  as 
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1  possible,  so  the  best  course  of  action  will  be 

2  chosen  there. 

3  Right  now  our  budget  has  been  developed  to  do 

4  a  Responsiveness  Summary  and  not  to  revise  the 

5  Feasibility  Study  in  its  entirety,  so  that's 

6  something  that  we  have  to  think  about  in  terms  of 

7  what  that  cost  is  going  to  be.    I  think  the  good 

8  thing  is,  we're  going  to  get  the  stakeholders 

9  involved  in  that  decision,  so  whichever  way  we  go 

10  it's  going  to  be  the  best  decision  for  the 

11  consensus  of  the  stakeholders  here.    So  overall, 

12  that's  the  process  right  now. 

13  In  the  meantime,  what  the  Army  is  doing,  is 

14  the  Army  is  continuing  to  look  at  many  of  the 

15  comments  that  were  received  on  the  initial  draft 

16  Feasibility  Study  from  last  year  and  begin  to 

17  prepare  some  assessments  on  what  would  be  some  of 

18  the  best  approaches  for  looking  at  a  variety  of 

19  potential  compromises  on  some  of  those  issues  that 

20  folks  have  raised  regarding  landfills  and 

21  institutional  controls,  and  that  type  of  thing. 

22  But  all  that  is  going  on  behind  the  scenes  right 

23  now. 

24  I  think  that  active  involvement  from  the 

25  larger  group  in  terms  of  opportunities  for  use,  RAB 
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1  members  to  discuss  at  committee  meetings  or  to 

2  attend  these  RPM  meetings,  will  come  after  the 

3  Trust  and  its  consultants  prepared  their 

4  documents. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    When  the  Trust 

6  is  preparing  their  document,  are  they  using  the 

7  same  budget  that  you  had  for  your  Feasibility 

8  Study,  was  it  $36  million?    Or  are  they  not 

9  thinking  about  money?   What  are  kind  of  budget  are 

10  they  looking  at? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    What  they're 

12  doing  is  starting  from  scratch.    They're  looking  at 

13  the  Main  Installation  sites  based  on  what  was  in 

14  the  Basewide  RI  Report.    And  they're  using  their 

15  own  consultants  and  their  own  professional  and 

16  technical  judgement  to  determine  what  would  be 

17  appropriate  courses  of  action. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  money  to 

19  do  that  would  come  out  of  the  Presidio  Trust  and 

20  Park  Service's  current  operating  budget,  so  that 

21  right  there's  a  division  of  the  money  coming  in 
?"  "rom  the  Congress,  and  it's  divided  between  the 

k_  .^ark  Service  and  the  Presidio  Trust.    So  the  Trust 

24  would  use  a  portion  of  their  money  to  do  this  work, 

25  to  do  whatever  work  is  necessary  to  support  this 
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1  effort. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    The  cleanup? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      No.  At 

4  this  time,  any  sort  of  assessment  that  they  would 

5  do  on  which  to  base  further  discussions  with  the 

6  Army  would  come  out  the  general  operating  money 

7  that  the  Trust  has.    The  cleanup  would  still  come 

8  from  the  Army. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Right.    But  the 

10  Army,  at  the  Feasibility  Study,  they  were  looking 

11  at  a  budget  of  about  $36  million  for  cleanup.  When 

12  EKI  comes  up  with  their  report,  are  they  still 

13  operating  on  $36  million? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    No.  They 

15  won't  be  looking  at  what  the  current  cleanup  budget 

16  was,  they  will  be  looking  at  what  the  appropriate 

17  remedies  are. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    And  not  worrying 

19  about  the  cost? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Not  worried 

21  to  any  extent  above  and  beyond  what  is  otherwise 

22  required.    I  mean,  cost  is  one  of  the 

23  considerations  in  picking  an  appropriate  remedy, 

24  but  it  is  not  that  the  total  sum  has  to  add  up  to 

25  less  than  $36  million,  that's  not  a  constraint.' 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    But  what  if  they 

2  come  up  with  a  cost  of  $64  million? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Then  that's 

4  what  they  will  come  up  with,  and  that  will  be  the 

5  beginning  of  the  discussions  with  the  Army  as  to 

6  what  their  final  appropriate  remedies  are. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Oh,  okay. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  when  I'm 

9  saying  they're  starting  from  scratch,  that's 

10  essentially  what  they're  doing.    I  mean,  it  would 

11  be  as  if  they're  coming  in,  they're  looking  at  all 

12  the  sites,  and  they're  using  their  professional 

13  engineers  and  scientists  and  geologists,  and 

14  saying,  what's  the  best  way  to  deal  with 

15  environmental  issues  at  these  sites,  and  using 

16  their  professional  judgment  to  use  the  most 

17  cost-effective  means  to  do  that.    But  their  cost  of 

18  the  remedies  that  they  may  propose  may  be  a  lot 

19  more,  than  what  was  in  the  Army's  draft  Feasibility 

20  Study,  they  could  be  about  the  same.    But  it  could 

21  be  triple  or  quadruple  of  that. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  if  you 

23  look  at  what  happened  at  Crissy  Field,  some  sites 

24  were  more  and  some  sites  were  less. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Right,  but  you 
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1  ended  up  with  about  the  same  budget,  as  I 

2  remember. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  resolutions 

4  that  were  agreed  to  for  Crissy  Field  were  about  $4 

5  million  more  than  what  the  Army,  had  originally 

6  planned  for  in  the  draft  Crissy  Field  RAP.  If 

7  that's  an  indication  then  we  can  expect  that  the 

8  proposed  remedies  that  they  present  would  probably 

9  cost  more  than  the  cost  were  that  were  presented  by 

10  the  Army  in  its  draft  Feasibility  Study  last  year. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    What  was  the 

12  approximate  budget? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Is  Bob  Boggs 

14  here?    Bob,  did  you  hear  that  question? 

15  MR.  BOGGS:    No,  I  didn't. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    What  was  the 

17  approximate  budget  in  the  Crissy  Field  Draft  RAP? 

18  And  then  what  was  the  approximate  budget  in  the 

19  revised  remedies? 

20  MR.  BOGGS:    Essentially,  it  doubled. 

21  We  had  a  baseline  cost  estimate.    Don't  quote  me  on 

22  this  number  for  the  base  RAP,  but  it  was  something 

23  like  3.8  million.    And  basically,  the  changes  were 

24  another  3.2  million. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    You  mentioned 
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1  participation  by  stakeholders  in  two  contexts.  One 

2  was  the  RPM  meeting  that  would  negotiate  using  the 

3  Trust  proposal  as  a  basis.    The  next  was  in  the 

4  decision  about  whether  there  would  be  a  revised 

5  Feasibility  Study  or  just  a  Responsiveness 

6  Summary.    Would  representatives  of  the  RAB  be 

7  included  with  the  stakeholders  in  both  of  those  two 

8  contexts? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  to  the 

10  degree  that  they  have  been  up  to  this  point. 

11  Unfortunately,  we  have  these  meetings  during  --  for 

12  the  technical  members  here,  we  get  paid  to  do  this, 

13  so  we  have  these  meetings  during  normal  business 

14  days. 

15  Fortunately,  for  the  RAB,  Doug  has  had  the 

16  flexibility  in  his  career  to  participate  in  these 

17  meetings  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.    So  at 

18  least  you  do  have  some  representation,  and  I'm  sure 

19  you  all  have  interacted  with  Doug  over  time.  And 

20  he's  done  his  best  to  keep  you  informed  on  that, 

21  and  he's  done  his  best  to  try  to  represent  your 

22  interest  in  these  discussions.    So  that's  how  we 

23  see  the  connection  of  getting  the  RAB  or  the 

24  general  public  involved  in  that  decision-making 

25  process. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  have  a 

2  related  question.    In  the  Crissy  Field  process,  I 

3  believe  that  the  RAB  and  other  people  participated 

4  to  a  certain  point.    But  when  it  came  time  to  put 

5  out  the  initial  document,  the  one  that  got  revised, 

6  only  the  Army  participated  in  making  the  decision 

7  of  what  went  into  it.    And  then  in  the  second 

8  go-around,  where  the  GGNRA  participated  very 

9  heavily,  I  think  a  number  of  stakeholders 

10  participated  for  part  of  the  time,  but  then  at  a 

11  certain  point  it  was  only  the  Army,  the  NPS,  and 

12  the  GGNRA.    Is  that  going  to  happen  again  with  the 

13  Feasibility  Study,  or  will  representatives  of  the 

14  RAB  be  allowed  to  participate  throughout,  including 

15  the  decision-making  time  at  the  very  end? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  a  good 

17  question.    I  think  you  might  be  a  little  bit 

18  mistaken  in  how  the  participation  was  developed. 

19  When  Erler  &  Kalinouski,  GGNRA 's  consultant, 

20  presented  their  package  on  Crissy  Field  initially, 

21  they  did  that  at  an  RPM  meeting.    I  don't  know  if 

22  Mark  or  Doug,  who  usually  attend  those,  if  either 

23  one  of  them  were  there,  but  that  started  that  whole 

24  discussion  process.    There  may  have  been  occasions 

25  where  there  were  conference  calls  here  or  there 
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1  that  neither  one  of  them  participated  in,  but  it 

2  was  probably  because  they  were  done  on  the  spur  of 

he  moment.    It  was  like,  "Hey,  let's  do  this 
h  tomorrow  morning,"  or  something  like  that.  It 

5  wasn't  an  intentional  type  of  exclusion. 

6  One  thing  we  did  learn  as  we  went  through  the 

7  process,  it  got  to  the  point  where  there  was  more 

8  of  a  success  when  there  were  discussions  between 

9  myself  and  the  Trust  lead  person,  from  the  Trust 

10  consultant,  Mr.  Ted  Erler,  that  we  could  not  have 

11  achieved  in  the  larger  meeting  with  ten  or  15 

12  people.    But  none  of  those  discussions  that  I  had 

13  with  him  resulted  in  sweeping  changes  to  anything 

14  that  was  presented  in  the  larger  group.    It  was 

15  merely  trying  to  resolve  some  minor  things  that 

16  were  sticking  points  that  allowed  us  to  move  on. 

17  It  was  more  effective  for  two  people  to  do  that  on 

18  the  phone  than  to  do  that  with  ten  or  15  people  and 

19  everybody  chiming  in.    And  ultimately,  we  did  come 

20  back  to  the  larger  group  and  present  what  our 

21  discussions  were  resulting  in. 

22  One  of  the  things  that  I  did  mention  to  Doug 

23  that  we  didn't  do  effectively,  that  I  told  him  that 

24  I  feel  like  it's  my  responsibility  to  assume  this 

25  role,  and  that  is  to  do  a  better  job  of  keeping  the 
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1  larger  RAB  informed.    And  perhaps  a  mechanism  of 

2  sending  out  some  E-mail  when  we  do  have 

3  discussions.    Such,  if  I  do  have  discussions  like 

4  this  on  the  Main  Installation,  if  our  discussions 

5  do  evolve  like  they  did  with  the  Crissy  Field  RAP, 

6  where  I  would  have  discussions,  say,  with  the  Trust 

7  consultant  or  the  Park  Service,  or  something,  and 

8  the  RAB  members,  or  a  RAB  representative  didn't 

9  have  an  opportunity  to  be  there.    Then  I  could  send 

10  out  a  short  E-mail  and  say,  "Hey,  I  talked  on  a 

11  side  conversation,  blah,  blah,  blah,  here's  what  we 

12  talked  about."    Just  to  keep  you  in  the  loop,  we 

13  can  do  better  at  that  this  time  around  than  we  did 

14  with  the  Crissy  Field  RAP.    And  so  I  make  that 

15  commitment  to  do  that. 

16  Certainly,  there  wasn't  any  intentional 

17  exclusion  at  any  time  during  the  process.    I  think, 

18  as  the  nature  of  how  the  discussions  were  going,  on 

19  occasion,  it  was  better  to  have  a  discussion  with 

20  myself  and  the  lead  person  from  the  consulting 

21  company  to  resolve  some  of  the  things  that  were 

22  sticky  points  so  that  we  could  move  on. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  I  have  a 

24  reason  for  bringing  this  up,  which  I  would  like  to 

25  state  right  now. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


19 


20 


1  I'm  a  little  concerned  that  the  Trust's 

2  priorities  may  not  always  converge  with  the 

3  priorities  of  the  general  public.    There  are  lots 

4  of  different  priorities  of  the  public,  we  all 

5  represent  different  people  and  different 

6  interests.    But  I  think  a  lot  of  us  represent 

7  people  who  think  of  using  the  Presidio  as  a  park, 

8  and,  of  course,  the  Trust  is  under  the  mandate  of 

9  becoming  fiscally  self-sustaining  while  also  trying 

10  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the  General  Management 

11  Plan. 

12  I'm  concerned  that  if  the  Trust's  priorities 

13  are  not  always  the  same  as  people  in  the  public 

14  that  we  hope  to  represent,  or  at  least  hope  to  be 

15  in  touch  with,  and  if  the  RAB  and  members  of  the 

16  public  do  not  participant  very  strongly  in  the 

17  decision  making,  that  the  decision  might  not  be  one 

18  that  everybody  wanted.    So  I'm  very  concerned  about 

19  making  sure  that  pubtic  participation  is  built  into 

20  it.    I  guess  one  way  is  having  RAB  representation 

21  at  all  of  these  meetings,  at  least,  allowing  the 
?'    ossibility  of  it,  and  there  may  be  other  ways  as 
2-  well. 

24  I  think  that  in  the  Crissy  Field  project  that 

25  the  GGNRA'S  priorities  did  happen  to  converge  with 
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1  what  I  think  of  as  some  of  the  public  park  user's 

2  priorities  more  closely,  and  that  may  be  why 

3  everyone  is  happy  with  the  outcome,  and  perhaps, 

4  why  you  didn't  have  more  comments  tonight.    I'm  not 

5  sure  it's  going  to  be  exactly  the  same  for  the 

6  Feasibility  Study,  and  I'm  very  eager  to  make  sure 

7  that  there's  public  participation  and  comment. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Well,  I  think 

9  everyone  is  aware  that  the  Main  Installation  site 

10  and  that  whoLe  program  is  going  to  be  intensely 

11  more  complicated  than  Crissy  Field  was.    And  I  sort 

12  of  misspoke  when  I  was  telling  you  about  the  Trust 

13  consultant,  EKI,  because  I  sometimes  get  confused. 

14  They  were  the  Trust  consultants  on  the  comments  on 

15  the  FS,  but  they  were  GGNRA'S  consultant  on  Crissy 

16  Field,  and  now  they  are  back  to  being  the  Trust 

17  consultant  for  the  Main  Installation  part  here. 

18  I  mean,  your  comment  and  your  concerns  are 

19  well  taken,  and  we're  going  to  do  our  best  to  keep 

20  the  RAB  representatives  informed  of  all  the 

21  meetings.    I  know  that  on  our  distribution  lists 

22  that  there  are  at  least  three  RAB  members  on  the 

23  distribution  list,  Doug,  Mark  and  Scott  Miller.  So 

24  you'll  always  have  a  point  of  contact  to  know  when 

25  the  meetings  are  going  on  if  you  can  free  yourself 
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1  up  on  a  given  day  to  attend,  that  would  be  great. 

2  And  you're  going  to  have  ample  opportunity  to 

3  troubleshoot  the  Trust's  remedies  to  determine  for 

4  yourself  in  your  own  mind  if  they,  in  fact,  are  in 

5  keeping  with  what  you  vision  as  the  appropriate 

6  remedies  for  more  park-related  type  of  remedies  as 

7  opposed  to  developer,  or  whatever  your  concerns 

8  might  be. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  might  jump  in 

10  here,  if  I  could,  as  a  RAB  member  for  a  moment. 

11  I'd  like  to  emphasize  and  echo  some  of  your 

12  comments,  Julie,  and  say  that  I  think  we  have  to 

13  remain  proactive  in  this  process,  and  even  more 

14  than  we  have  been.    And  to  do  that,  this  process 

15  that  I  outlined  earlier,  of  thinking  through  what 

16  alternatives  we'd  like  to  see  for  various  sites  and 

17  get  our  plan  together,  and  see  if  we  can  generate 

18  some  consensus  within  the  RAB. 

19  I  think  with  the  Trust,  we  have  a  line  of 

20  communication  open,  and  that  if  we  get  that  plan  to 

21  them  before  they  present  their  document,  as  a 

22  starting  point,  we'll  even  have  more  influence  on 

23  the  final  thing.    I'm  really  going  to  push  us  to 

24  try  to  develop  our  position,  basically,  and  have 

25  that  worked  on  by  the  Trust  consultant  so  they  know 
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1  what  our  interests  are. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     I'd  like  to  add 

3  something.    EPA  really  appreciates  Julia's  question 

4  and  concern,  because  we've  had  issues  as  recently 

5  as  this  morning  that  fit  right  into  the  questions 

6  that  you  raised.    And  that  is,  that  there's  a 

7  nationally  approved  and  accepted  methodology  for 

8  selecting  remedies.    It's  in  the  NCP.    There  are 

9  nine  criteria  that  are  followed,  and  the  process 

10  guarantees  that  anybody  from  the  public  can  review 

11  the  decisions  that  were  made  and  how  a  certain 

12  remedy  meets  each  criteria,  and  it's  all  laid  out 

13  that  way.    And  we're  having  issues  related  to  that 

14  nine  criteria  question  right  now  on  Crissy  Field. 

15  From  what  I've  heard  tonight,  I'm  thinking  to 

16  myself,  who's  going  to  be  applying  those  nine 

17  criteria  and  showing  the  public  how  each  remedy 

18  satisfied  those  nine  criteria  when  the  Trust  comes 

19  up  with  their  remedies?    So  I  don't  know  if  we  have 

20  an  answer  for  that  yet,  but  I'm  thinking  to  myself, 

21  is  the  Trust  going  to  be  following  the  NCP?    Is  the 

22  Army  going  to  be  following  the  NCP?    And  I  guess  I 

23  don't  have  an  answer  for  you,  Julia,  but  your 

24  question  really  vibrates  with  me  right  now. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:     I  know  that 
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1  I've  been  very  sporadic  with  my  attendance  in 

2  meetings.    But  the  meeting  that  I  attended  with  the 

3  RPM  meeting  and  the  Park  Service  and  GGNRA  and 

4  their  consultants  and  the  regulators  and  everybody 

5  else  concerning  the  Crissy  Field  RAP,  one  of  the 

6  things  that  I  was  really  struck  by  was  that  the 

7  Army  and  EKI  were  making  a  deal,  and  the  regulators 

8  were  in  the  back  seat,  and  that  really  concerned 

9  me.    I'm  not  sure  why  that  was  happening,  but  I 

10  think  that  we  have  a  need  to  make  sure  that 

11  regulatory  agencies  are  really  involved  in  the 

12  decisions  rather  than  the  Army  and  EKI,  or  the 

13  Trust  or  GGNRA  making  the  decisions  without  the 

14  regulatory  agency's  input.    It  became  pretty  clear 

15  that  it  was  just  these  two  entities  talking  and 

16  nobody  else,  and  there  are  a  lot  more  people 

17  involved  in  that  process.    So  that's  just  a 

18  perception. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  would  say 

20  that  while  you  may  have  had  that  observation,  that 

21  it  wasn'-t  entirely  accurate.    I  think  that,  for 

22  example,  the  Park  Service,  I  know,  was  intimately 

23  involved  with  GGNRA  and  the  courses  of  action  that 

24  were  presented,  and  Brian  can  speak  to  the  degree 

25  that  he  was  involved  in  that.    Further,  both  Romy 
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1  and  Michael  participated  in  all  of  these 

2  discussions.    They  were  aware  of  all  of  the 

3  proposals  that  were  being  discussed  and  tossed  out 

4  around  the  table  regarding  the  various  sites  at 

5  Crissy  Field.    They  had  ample  opportunity  to 

6  interject  regulatory  concerns  throughout  the 

7  process.    And  I  think  when  they  had  a  concern  they 

8  did  raise  it.    Romy,  in  fact,  submitted  some 

9  comments  where  we  had  discussions  about  --  we  spent 

10  an  entire  meeting  just  discussing  DTSC's  comments 

11  on  the  very  proposals  that,  from  your  observation, 

12  you  didn't  think  they  had  any  involvement  in. 

13  So  we  did  involve  the  regulators  to  that 

14  degree.    They  participated  in  meetings,  they  had 

15  opportunity  to  make  their  comments,  and  make  known 

16  their  concerns  about  the  direction  we're  heading. 

17  It  may  have  seemed  that  myself  or  that 

18  GGNRA ' s  consultant  were  doing  a  lot  of  talking, 

19  that  may  have  been  the  case,  but  that's  merely  the 

20  position  of  being  the  spokesperson  for  representing 

21  a  lot  of  different  folks. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  want  to 

23  point  out  one  difference,  and  then  also  encourage 

24  everyone,  as  Doug  did,  to  be  proactive  and  getting 

25  your  viewpoints  into  the  process,  because  I 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


Page  6 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 

25 

1  certainly  think  that  the  process  certainly  can  be 

2  improved  over  what  was  done  with  Crissy  Field.  I 

low  that  several  people  felt  excluded  during  that 

4  process,  and  we  can  talk  about  whether  it  was  real 

5  exclusion  or  perceived  exclusion,  but  that  doesn't 

6  matter  to  me,  it's  that  people  felt  excluded,  and 

7  that's  important  to  try  to  correct  that. 

8  One  difference  is  that  a  Crissy  Field  draft 

9  RAP  was  submitted  which  did  not  express  a  consensus 

10  of  any  of  the  stakeholders.    And  right  now  for  the 

11  Feasibility  Study,  and  I  think  for  the  Main 

12  Installation  sites,  we're  ahead  of  that  process. 

13  The  idea  is  to  develop  some  sort  of  idea  of  what 

14  the  remedies  should  be  prior  to  a  draft  RAP,  which 

15  then  at  the  draft  RAP  stage  allows  a  very  formal 

16  public  comment  and  interaction  period,  to  the 

17  extent,  that  if  anything  has  been  missed  up  to  that 

18  point,  the  public  is  invited  back  into  the 

19  process. 

20  At  Crissy  Field  the  discussions  went  on 

21  during  that  public  involvement  so  that  it  became 

22  very  awkward  and  people  weren't  sure  what  they  were 

23  commenting  on.     I  think,  because  of  that  difference 

24  in  the  sequence,  that  will  fundamentally  make  the 

25  system  more  able  to  be  communicated  just  because  of 
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1  good  question.    We  haven't  had  that  discussion  yet 

2  with  the  Trust  or  its  consultant  in  terms  of  what 

3  the  actual  document  is  going  to  look  like  that  will 

4  be  produced,  which  represents  the  consensus  on  the 

5  Feasibility  Study  alternatives  that  we're  going  to 

6  use  at  the  Main  Installation  sites.    I  mean,  we're 

7  going  to  have  that  discussion  as  I  mentioned 

8  earlier,  we  just  haven't  had  it  yet.    And  when  we 

9  do,  the  RAB,  or  the  representatives  will  have  every 

10  opportunity  to  participate  in  that  discussion. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Do  you 

12  anticipate  going  site-by-site,  or  are  you  waiting 

13  to  see  what  their  greater  plan  is? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I'm  not  sure 

15  that  your  characterization  is  capturing  some  of 

16  what's  happening  right  now. 

17  As  you  know,  the  Trust  now  has  an  executive 

18  director  who  started  two  weeks  ago,  so  there's  a 

19  little  bit  of  development  as  he  becomes  more 

20  involved.    So  that's  factoring  into  this  process 

21  and  what  the  Trust  is  doing.  I  can  assure  you  that 
?  '"ght  now  there  isn't  any  big  secret  plan  that  they 
2i  are  crafting  as  to  how  this  document  will  come 

24  forward. 

25  To  my  knowledge,  there  is  no  real  firm 
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1  the  timing.    But  I  do  think  that  everyone  who  wants 

2  to  participate  does  need  to  actively  try  to  make 

3  sure  that  that  participation  --  that  they  are 

4  included  in  that  participation  when  they  need  to 

5  be. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     I  have  a  few 

7  questions.    This  revised  FS  or  Responsiveness  Study 

8  will  be  primarily  a  product  --  it  sounds  like  -- 

9  with  the  Army  and  EKI,  because  that's  what  I 

10  understand  happened  with  the  Crissy  Field  RAP.  I 

11  would  think  from  a  baseline,  we  should  understand 

12  what  sort  of  structure  to  expect,  and  also,  I  think 

13  that  if  EKI  is  going  to  be  such  a  lead  entity  in 

14  this  process,  I  think  they  owe  the  RAB  and  the 

15  public  some  sort  of  an  announcement  of  their 

16  processes  and  their  thinking  on  it. 

17  I  was  wondering  if  you  have  discussed  any  of 

18  that,  particularly,  with  respect  to  the  structure 

19  of  the  FS,  and  how  it  is  going  to  be  written, 

20  particularly,  since  it  was  so  difficult  for  us  to 

21  go  through  the  first  one.     I  mean,  we're  more 

22  familiar  now  with  it,  but  I  would  like  to  have  sort 

23  of  a  read  ahead  of  the  type  of  structure  you 

24  envision. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a 
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1  concept  yet,  as  to  exactly  what  is  to  come  forth. 

2  The  general  idea  is  to  look  at,  individually,  and 

3  then  collectively,  all  the  different  sites  on  the 

4  Main  Installation  and  evaluate  what  would  be 

5  appropriate  remedies,  and  that  would  include  the 

6  types  of  things  that  are  factored  into  the  nine 

7  criteria.    And  from  that  evaluation  use  that  as  a 

8  tool  to  discuss  what  appropriate  remedy  should  be 

9  applied  with  the  Army. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    A  week  or  two 

11  ago  I,  and  a  number  of  other  people  who  are  here 

12  this  evening,  had  the  opportunity  of  hearing  Jim 

13  Meadows  speak  briefly.    And  he  spoke  about  his 

14  experience  at  the  Lowry  Air  Force  Base  there,  and 

15  granted  the  cleanup  was  --  the  nature  of  how  the 

16  cleanup  was  done  was  different  from  what  is  being 

17  done  here,  but  I  came  away  with  two  thoughts  of 

18  slightly  different  approach  that  he  might  recommend 

19  to  the  Presidio,  and  I  just  wanted  to  get  your 

20  feedback  on  it,  Dave. 

21  One  was  that  he  felt  that  while  he  was  at 

22  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  that  he  had  helped  promote 

23  cleanup  methods  that  were  innovative,  and  perhaps, 

24  might  not  have  been  considered  at  the  Presidio, 

25  which  were  cheaper.    And  similarly,  he  stated  that 
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1  he  had  tremendpus  success  contracting  privately. 

2  And  that  raised  a  question  in  my  mind  whether  it's 

3  not  really  the  job  of  the  Trust  at  this  moment  to 

4  take  it  over  from  you,  but  whether  the  whole 

5  contracting  of  the  cleanup  might  be  reconsidered, 

6  and  if  that's  something  that  you  have  discussed? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  with 

8  regards  to  your  first  question  about  innovative 

9  technology,  the  Army  is  certainly  very  much  aware 

10  and  likes  to  use  innovative  technology  when  and 

11  where  possible.    In  fact,  Roger  is  the  innovative 

12  technology  subject-matter  expert  for  the  Sacramento 

13  Corps  of  Engineers.    Unfortunately,  here  at  the 

14  Presidio,  because  of  the  short  amount  of  time  we 

15  have  for  achieving  cleanup  because  of  the 

16  priorities  of  reuse,  we  haven't  had  as  many 

17  opportunities  as  we  would  like  to  implement 

18  innovative  technologies  as  selected  remedies  here. 

19  In  the  event  that  those  opportunities  present 

20  themselves  to  the  Main  Installation  sites,  we'll 

21  certainly  be  open  to  using  those,  assuming  those 

22  are,  in  fact,  remedies  that  are  achieved  through 

23  our  consensus  process. 

24  With  regard  to  the  contracting,  the  overall 

25  contracting  of  this  cleanup  program,  and  that  being 
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1  transferred  over  or  managed  somehow  by  the  Trust,  I 

2  am  aware  that  there  are  some  high-level  discussions 

3  regarding  that  very  matter  going  on  at  this  time. 

4  But  I  have  no  idea  about  the  nature  of  those 

5  discussions,  or  if  it's  a  realistic  possibility 

6  that  it  could  happen,  or  what.    But  I  do  know  that 

7  those  discussions  are  being  conducted. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:     I  have  a 

9  question  or  a  comment.    First  of  all,  this 

10  discussion  about  the  role  of  the  RAB  has  been 

11  rolling  along  at  least  for  a  month.    The  role 

12  really  does  seem  to  be  shifting  over  the  last 

13  couple  of  months.    I  think  it  has  shifted  or 

14  changed,  altered,  directly  as  a  result  of  the 

15  Trust.    I  see  there  has  been  some  role  shifting 

16  going  on.    And  as  Julia  so  eloquently  put  it,  it 

17  does  raise  questions  about  public  access  and  about 

18  processing. 

19  So  my  question,  about  how  are  the  criteria 

20  applied,  seems  to  me  is  still  sort  of  floating  out 

21  there,  because  I  didn't  hear  an  answer.    It's  a 

22  very  important  question,  it's  a  very  important  part 

23  of  the  public  right  and  responsibility  to  whatever, 

24  to  the  Presidio  and  the  cleanup  and  the 

25  remediation.    That's  both  a  comment  and  a 
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1  question.    I  don't  know  that  there's  anybody  that 

2  knows  the  answer  to  that  question,  but  I  think  it's 

3  a  very  important  question,  because  it's  really 

4  getting  to  the  heart  of  it.    Who's  in  the  show? 

5  Who  considers  themselves  stakeholders?    How  is  the 

6  public  right  being  exercised  in  negotiations? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    And  I  think  if  the 

8  Trust  is  proposing  remedies,  why  are  they  not  here 

9  tonight? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    That's  a 

11  question  that  has  been  bothering  me  for  a  long 

12  time.    They  seem  to  be  very  much  involved  in  what's 

13  going  on,  but  we  never  get  to  meet  them,  or,  I 

14  mean,  some  of  us  don't  get  to  meet  them,  that  seems 

15  awkward  to  me,  as  a  process. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Can  I  respond 

17  to  that?    Part  of  our  comments  in  the  Feasibility 

18  Study  is  for  the  Army  to  coordinate  with  the  reuse 

19  agency  with  regards  to  the  cleanup  and  the  proposed 

20  alternative,  because  we  thought  that  if  there's 

21  going  to  be  consistency  in  the  cleanup  and  reuse 

22  there's  going  to  be  dollars  associated  with  it.  So 

23  we  recommended  that  the  Army  coordinate  with  the 

24  reuse  entity  so  there  would  be  a  concession  between 

25  the  two  agencies  without  sacrificing  any  kind  of 
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2  So  I  think  that  evolves  in  this  kind  of 

3  process,  but  still,  not  ignoring  the  fact  that  they 

4  need  to  follow  NCP.    We're  not  trying  to  ignore 

5  public  participation  in  the  process,  we  just  wanted 

6  to  have  some  sort  of  coordinated  effort  between  the 

7  Army  and  the  reuse  entity,  because  down  the  road 

8  you  see  problems,  and  that  was  our  experience  at 

9  some  other  bases,  when  there's  no  consistency 

10  between  the  reuse  and  the  cleanup. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  I  would 

12  also  like  to  add,  that  your  comment  about  meeting 

13  criteria  for  the  evaluating  alternatives,  which  is 

14  what  Michael  mentioned  earlier,  there's  evidence 

15  that  maybe  we  did  not  do  that  as  adequately  as  we 

16  should  have  for  the  Crissy  Field  remedies  that  we 

17  had  presented.    But  I  think  now  that  we  know  that, 

18  we  certainly  intend  on  making  sure  that  we  don't 

19  make  that  same  mistake  or  allow  the  process  to 

20  occur,  that  that  somehow  gets  overlooked,  if  you 

21  will.    However,  we  ultimately  achieved  whatever 

22  remedies  are  appropriate  at  all  the  Main 

23  Installation  sites.    I  can  assure  you  that  the 

24  Army,  working  together  with  Romy  and  Michael,  the 

25  Trust  and  the  RAB  members  and  the  stakeholders, 
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1  that  we're  going  to  make  sure  that  NCP  criteria, 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     There  IS 

2  the  nine  criteria,  the  stage  criteria,  and  any 

2 

history  on  the  project  which  we  have  to 

ther  criteria,  are  factored  into  that 

3 

acknowledge,  and  it  won't  be  that  we're  suddenly 

4  decision-making  process. 

4 

walking  on  with  no  recognition  that  this  has  been 

5                       BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Brian  was 

5 

several  years  getting  to  this  point,  and  that  there 

6  talking  about  the  Trust  consultant,  EKI,  coming  in 

6 

is  a  tremendous  amount  of  information  known  about 

7  and  looking  at  the  Main  Installation  on  a 

7 

these  sites,  and  people  have  expressed  very  strong 

8  site-by-site  basis.    But  it  occurs  to  me  that  when 

8 

opinions  and  it  does  need  to  be  considered. 

9  they  do  that  they  should  also  be  looking  at  the 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  just  wanted 

10  comments  that  they  received  on  this. 

10 

to  bring  up  a  little  different  area  of  discussion. 

11                         BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    EKI  has  read 

1 1 

It's  likely  that  EKI  will  not  be  doing  ail  parts  of 

12  through  those  comments. 

12 

the  Feasibility  Study  similar  to  what  we  were 

13                       BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    And  do  you  think 

13 

talking  about  at  the  RPM  meeting.    Instead  of 

14  this  is  something  that  they  will  factor  into  their 

14 

waiting  for  EKI  to  come  back  with  their  work,  is 

15  recommendation? 

15 

there  some  part  of  the  Feasibility  Study  that  can 

16                          BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  Would 

lo 

go  on  separately,  like  that  discussion  at  ARARs?  I 

17  expect  they  would,  yes.    And  I  would  also  expect 

1  "7 

1  / 

mean,  could  that  section  be  developed  independent 

18  the  Park  Service  to  be  involved  in  this  process. 

IB 

of  EKI?    Because  it  seems  like  on  the  RAP  they 

19  And  we  certainly  were  very  cognizant  of  the 

19 

didn't  really  address  that. 

20  overwhelming  public  opinion  and  we'll  see  that  gets 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think  one 

21  factored  in  as  well. 

21 

thing  to  remember  in  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park 

22                       BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Because  Dave  was 

22 

Association  work  with  EKI,  that  was  not  intended  to 

23  talking  earlier  about  starting  with  a  clean  slate 

23 

be  a  RAP.    That  was  intended  to  be  a  set  of 

24  or  something.    I  don't  want  to  start  with  a  clean 

24 

comments  on  the  RAP  and  reflect  modification  to  the 

25  slate. 

25 

remedies  that  the  Army  proposed  as  a  comment.  And 
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1  so  as  we  come  into  this  next  process,  we're  not 

1 

one  more  question.    It  occurred  to  me  there  maybe  a 

2  starting  in  as  a  comment  on  a  draft  RAP.    So  I 

2 

possibility,  and  I  don't  know  what  your  sense  of  it 

3  think  there  can  be  some  fundamental  changes,  the 

3 

is  now,  that  rather  than  dealing  with  the  FS  as  a 

4  exact  format  hasn't  been  worked  out  yet.    But,  as 

4 

huge  chunk  again,  that  we  may  pare  it  out  into 

5  many  of  you  felt,  there  was  some  awkwardness  in 

3 

smaller  sections  and  deal  with  that  in  a  public 

6  having  to  deal  with  commenting  on  a  draft  RAP  where 

6 

discussion  separately.    Do  you  see  that  as  a 

7  you  didn't  agree  with  the  process  getting  to  the 

"7 

I 

possibility  at  all,  as  sort  of  a  type  of  EE/CA?  Or 

8  remedies.    So  that  somewhat  required  a  certain 

o 
a 

do  you  think  they  are  going  to  want  to  go  ahead  and 

9  nature  in  the  response.    Like  the  ARARs  issue  was 

9 

do  it  as  a  unit? 

10  something  that  wasn't  put  in  there  because  it 

1 0 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    To  answer  that 

11  wasn't  intended  to  be  a  RAP,  it  was  intended  to  be 

1 1 

question,  I  think,  really,  we  need  an  opportunity 

12  a  response  to  a  draft  RAP. 

12 

for  all  the  stakeholders  involved  to  think  about 

13                         BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  you  think 

13 

what  that  means,  and  that  means  a  lot.  Certainly, 

14  EKI  will  have  a  different  focus  on  this? 

14 

the  Trust  has  reuse  plans  based  on  existing 

15                         BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  don't  know 

1  c 

schedules  that  they  would  like  to  implement  at  the 

16  because  it  hasn't  been  determined  yet,  but  I  would 

A  i 

16 

end  of  this  calendar  year.    So  unless  that  changes. 

17  expect  it  could  be  a  different  way  of  doing  it 

17 

we  are  already  in  a  position  where  we're  up  against 

18  which  might  focus  more  on  evaluation  and  less  on 

18 

the  wall,  up  against  the  clock. 

19  modifications.    But  again,  I  think  it's  something 

19 

Yes,  I  think  what  it  really  boils  down  to  is 

20  that's  going  to  have  to  evolve  over  the  next 

20 

that  all  of  us  need  to  be  creative  and  to  use  a 

21  several  weeks,  and  will  probably  take  much  longer 

01 
c.\ 

cliche  we  call,  "out-of-the-box  thinking,"  about 

?'    han  several  weeks. 

22 

what  may  be  the  best  approach  to  deal  with  some  of 

2_                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments  on 

23 

these  Main  Installation  sites.    It  may  very  well  be 

24  this  item? 

24 

that  the  Trust  and  the  Park  Service  would  be 

cj                         bUAKUntnbtK  nLivLtKUT .     i  jusl  nave 

amenaDie  to  Dreaniny  ott  sections  ot  trie  nam 
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1  Installation  and  doing  those  as  an  EE/CA  or  removal 

2  action,  or  something  like  that,  in  the  event  that 

3  the  reuse  for  those  sites  is  imminent. 

4  At  this  point  we're  not  there  yet,  but  we 

5  need  to  be  creative  and  be  open-minded,  and  at 

6  least  be  prepared  to  think  along  those  lines  if  we 

7  need  to. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     I  think  a 

9  further  comment  on  that  is  that  the  economics  of  it 

10  maybe  easier  to  digest,  too,  in  pieces.    It  seems 

11  to  me  it  has  worked  at  this  point.    Not  that  we 

12  want  to  bring  that  up  and  suggest  it,  but  I 

13  wouldn't  be  surprised  if  that  were  a  process  that 

14  would  come  up  in  this  type  of  situation. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  a  good 

16  point. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    This  might  be  an 

18  appropriate  time  to  take  a  break. 

19  (Break) 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:      Mark  has  asked  me 

21  to  move  item  No.  6,  the  RPM  meeting,  to  after  the 

22  Progress  Reports.    Most  of  what  was  covered  at  the 

23  RPM  meeting  will  be  addressed  in  this  item  No.  7, 

24  so  we'll  just  clean  up  anything  that  was  left  out. 

25  So  we'll  move  item  No.  6  to  after  No.  7.  So  if  we 
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1  could,  why  don't  we  move  onto  the  Progress 

2  Reports.    Bruce  is  not  here  tonight.    Roger  will 

3  present  the  report. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Thank  you. 

5  Tonight,  what  I'm  going  to  do  is  give  a  brief 

6  update  of  what's  been  happening  out  at  the  DEH,  and 

7  I'll  do  it  by  building. 

8  Building  268.    Up  to  this  date  we  removed 

9  about  1,380  tons  of  pesticides  of  contaminated 

10  soil.    Original  estimate  for  that  site  in  the 

11  Crissy  Field  RAP  was  about  1,040  tons,  so  we  were 

12  about  340  tons  over.    We  are  still  getting  some  DDT 

13  above  the  cleanup  levels.    We're  also  starting  to 

14  excavate  around  and  in  groups  of  the  trees,  and 

15  best  estimate  right  now  is  about  another  150  tons 

16  of  soil  we  have  to  take  out. 

17  Building  269.    That  was  a  site  where  we  have 

18  taken  out  some  underground  storage  tanks  and  also  a 

19  pesticides  washout  area.    To  this  date  we've  taken 

20  about  311  tons  of  petroleum  hydrocarbon 

21  contaminated  soil.    Our  original  estimate  was  about 

22  53  tons,  that  was  based  on  very  limited  data  at 

23  that  time.    Even  though  that  was  a  site  that  had 

24  pesticides  in  some  of  the  earlier  samples,  we've 

25  gotten  all  that  right  now  and  it's  just  down  to 
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1  taking  out  fuels  and  hydrocarbons.    And  at  the 

2  Building  269  site  we  expect  to  take  out  about 

3  another  35  tons  of  soil  before  we're  finished. 

4  Building  286.    Currently,  we've  taken  out 

5  1,201  tons  of  metals,  contaminated  soil.    We  had  an 

6  original  estimate  of  about  650  tons,  and  we  expect 

7  to  take  out  about  another  110  tons  before  we  are 

8  finished  at  that  site. 

9  Buildings  292/293.    We've  taken  out  to  date 

10  165  tons  of  pesticides,  contaminated  soil. 

11  Original  estimate  in  the  RAP  was  about  70  tons. 

12  This  soil  was  a  listed  waste  because  it  was  a  site 

13  where  we  stored  pesticides,  so  those  soils  were 

14  treated  at  a  center  off  site.    We  expect,  probably, 

15  another  36  tons  of  soil  to  be  taken  out  before 

16  we' re  done. 

17  Schedule  wise,  we  expect  to  be  complete  on  or 

18  about  January  23rd,  1998.    The  sampling  and 

19  analysis  will  be  all  finished  by  February  13th,  and 

20  we  expect  to  put  the  site  up  around  the  27th  of 

21  February.    That's  it  for  the  DEH  at  this  point.  Do 

22  you  have  any  questions  on  that? 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:     This  is  a  question 

24  I  asked  at  the  RPM  meeting  today.    Were  there  any 

25  surprises  or  additional  things  found  in  your 
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1  excavations? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Actually, 

3  there  were  some  things  that  we  hadn't  expected  to 

4  find.    One  of  them  was  we  found  the  old  seawall 

5  that  ran  along  the  coast,  it's  kind  of  a  long  wall 

6  that  we  found.    And  I  think  just  off  the  north  side 

7  of  the  seawall  we  found  an  old  excavator  bucket, 

8  very  old  one.    We  didn't  find  any  tanks  or 

9  anything,  we  didn't  find  tanks.    We  did  find  what 

10  we  think,  at  this  point  in  time,  was  an  old  section 

11  of  the  FDS  line,  or  fuel  lines  that  ran  in  the 

12  area,  and  those  will  be  taken  out,  as  well.  But 

13  other  than  that,  nothing  huge. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Roger,  did  you 

15  find  information  or  did  the  samples  confirm  your 

16  estimates  of  the  speed  of  the  chemicals  going 

17  through  the  soil?    It  seems  that  you've  excavated 

18  in  excess  on  some  of  them,  almost  200  percent.  I 

19  mean,  has  that  given  you  any  feedback  on  how  fast 

20  some  of  these  chemicals  travel  through  the  soil? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Most  of  the 

22  soil  overruns  on  the  bend  vertically,  they've  been 

23  on  an  aerial  extent.    So  keep  in  mind  that  when 

24  these  estimates  were  made  of  some  of  these  soil 

25  volumes  there  were  still  buildings  there,  and  it 
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1  was  based  on  limited  data.    And  when  all  the 

2  buildings  were  torn  down  we  never  went  back  and 

ampled  other  than  for  metals.    What  we've  been 

4  finding  is  that  some  of  it  got  spread  around.  And 

5  again,  these  earlier  samples,  these  earlier 

6  estimates,  were  based  on  fairly  limited  data 

7  points. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     Well,  the 

9  metals  weren't  in  elemental  form  were  they? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :     Yes,  mainly 

11  lead,  zinc,  copper. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  mainly  on 

13  the  surface? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Except  for 

15  Building  286,  that  was  the  one  that  was  a  little 

16  bit  deeper,  that  was  the  very  northern  most  part  of 

17  the  site,  on  the  northwest  edge  of  it.    But  we  knew 

18  that  was  deep  anyway,  because  we  had  some  samples, 

19  deeper  borings. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Did  you  see 

21  any  floating  product  near  any  groundwater  that  you 

22  hit? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  No. 

24  Actually,  at  the  Building  269  site,  what  was  found 

25  when  we  took  the  tanks  out,  was  about  three  feet 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Next  update 

2  I'd  like  to  go  through  is  the  Building  231/207 

3  Corrective  Action  Plan.    We  had  our  first  meeting 

4  with  all  the  stakeholders  on  the  17th  and  18th  of 

5  December.    We're  taking  a  slightly  different 

6  approach  on  the  207/231  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

7  We're  intending  to  use  a  software  package 

8  called,  "Decision  Criteria."    In  short,  it  would 

9  take  me  quite  some  time  to  go  through  it,  but  it's 

10  a  software  package  that,  although,  it  won't  choose 

11  any  kind  of  a  remedy  for  you,  it  allows  the 

12  stakeholders  to  kind  of  give  their  input  on  what  is 

13  important  in  any  given  remedy.    So  it  doesn't  come 

14  up  with  remedies  for  you,  but  what  it  says  is,  if. 

15  you  choose  this  remedy,  then  here's  some 

16  trade-offs. 

17  And  what  it  does  is,  is  help  focus  everybody 

18  on  issues  versus  somebody  saying,  "Gee,  I've  have 

19  to  excavate  everything,  that's  the  most  important 

20  thing  to  me,  or  time  is."    And  what  this  software 

21  actually  does  is  allow  people  to  input  what's 

?  uportant  to  them.  And  then  when  you  give  it  a 
2j  list  of  alternatives,  it  will  actually  help  you 

24  rank  them  as  to  what's  important.    It's  a  rather 

25  fascinating  piece  of  software. 
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1  below  grade  there  was  kind  of  a  layer  of 

2  hydrocarbon  packed  soil,  fairly  well  stained,  but 

3  we  didn't  get  any  product.    That  was  all  taken  out 

4  when  we  took  the  tanks  out. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MONAHAN:    Is  this  amount 

6  of  extra  work  typical  with  this  type  of  project? 

7  Are  you  still  within  budget? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :     We're  Close. 

9  Disposal  costs  were  quite  a  bit  less  than  we 

10  originally  budgeted. 

11  And  regarding  your  question  whether  this  is 

12  typical  or  not,  I  worked  on  a  lot  of  sites,  and  I 

13  think  in  most  cases  you  will  always  find  a  little 

14  bit  more  just  because  of  the  nature  of  sampling. 

15  Anything  underground  you  can  either  spend  a  whole 

16  tot  of  money  sampling  to  get  your  estimate  real 

17  close,  and  then  clean  it  up,  or  you  spend  less 

18  money  to  get  sort  of  a  gross  estimate,  and  then 

19  just  go  in  then  and  end  up  spending  your  money  on 

20  cleaning  it  up.    Again,  a  lot  of  these  areas  were 

21  estimated  based  on  some  very  sketchy  data  that  was 

22  in  the  RI,  and  when  things  were  torn  down,  things 

23  were  opened  up. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  questions  on 

25  DEH? 
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1  And  at  that  meeting  we  had  stakeholders  from 

2  the  National  Park  Service,  we  had  Doug  there, 

3  people  from  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 

4  Board  and  the  Army. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Is  everybody 

6  familiar  with  231/207,  what  that  site  is? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Building 

8  231/207  site  is  at  the  corner  of  Old  Mason  and 

9  Halik.    It  was  the  site  of  a  gas  station. 

10  Actually,  there's  two  gas  stations.    Building  231, 

11  which  is  sort  of  still  there,  it's  an  older  site 

12  just  a  little  bit  up  on  Halik,  and  right  at  the 

13  corner  of  Mason  and  Halik  was  Building  207.  Those 

14  tanks  were  taken  out.    And  we've  combined  both 

15  sites  into  single  sites,  because  after  our  last 

16  workout  it  was  indicated  that  the  plumes  were 

17  probably  tied  with  each  other,  one  plume  moved  into 

18  the  other.    Also,  the  207  site,  I  would  say  is 

19  immediately  south  of  where  the  wetlands  are  going 

20  to  go. 

21  So  anyway,  we  had  this  kickoff  meeting  on  the 

22  17th  and  18th,  and  then  we've  got  another  meeting 

23  scheduled  for  January  20th.    And  essentially,  what 

24  we're  going  to  do  at  that  meeting,  again  with  the 

25  stakeholders,  is  kind  of  brainstorm  what  we  could 
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1  do  at  the  sites  to  help  clean  it  up  to  meet  all  the 

2  reuse  plans  and  everything  else.    And  then  after 

3  that  there's  going  to  be  a  follow  on  meeting, 

4  probably  February  24th,  and  that  meeting  is  going 

5  to  kind  of  concentrate  a  little  bit  on  things 

6  called,  "trade-offs,"  that's  what  this  program  is 

7  fairly  good  at.    That  will  be  a  working  group  with 

8  everybody  invited,  stakeholders,  public. 

9  Again,  we  expect  to  get  the  Corrective  Action 

10  Plan  out  for  207/231,  probably  the  beginning  of 

11  May,  that's  a  draft. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    Does  the 

13  program  factor  in  financial  consideration? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Yes,  it  can 

15  factor  in  anything  that  you  want. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    Can  you  set  a 

17  budget  and  see  how  that  falls  out  from  the  remedial 

18  choices? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :    You  don't 

20  really  set  a  budget,  you  set  how  important  money  is 

21  to  you.    You  assign  it  some  sort  of  a  value  of 

22  importance.    One  of  the  beauties  of  this  program  is 

23  you  can  have  different  stakeholders  input  different 

24  values.    Say  the  Army  said,  money  means  everything 

25  to  us,  we  can  input  that.    If  somebody  else  says, 
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1  money  means  nothing  to  us,  we  want  this,  you  can  do 

2  that.    In  some  cases  --  it's  fascinating  to  see  it 

3  that  it  really  doesn't  make  any  large  difference, 

4  and  that  way  you  can  really  focus  your  energies  on 

5  the  issues  that  do  make  a  difference  on  this 

6  ranking  system. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    To  add  to  what 

8  Roger  said,  just  to  give  a  little  bit  more  interest 

9  from  my  perspective,  this  site  is  right  in  the 

10  corridor  for  the  Tennessee  Hollow.    It's  right  near 

11  the  base  of  the  drainage  where  the  future  stream 

12  might  be  daylighted  that  would  go  into  the 

13  wetlands,  the  fresh  water.    So  the  first  meeting 

14  that  Roger  mentioned,  it  was  a  two-day  affair,  and 

15  we  brought  --  I  would  say,  at  least,  from  my 

16  perspective  --  forth  those  kinds  of  concerns  that 

17  were  important  to  the  future  of  the  wetlands, 

18  future  of  the  corridor,  and  those  kinds  of  things. 

19  We  plan  on  having  a  way  of  getting  the 

20  results  of  these  meetings  back  out  to  people  at  the 

21  committee  meetings.    And  I'm  going,  because  I 

22  usually  go  to  these  meetings,  but  I  think  if 

23  there's  anyone  who's  particularly  interested  in 

24  these  gasoline  station  sites,  and  having  early  and 

25  continuous  input,  I  think  you  would  be  welcome  to 
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1  come  to  these  meetings.    They're  not  closed, 

2  they're  not  separate,  so  you're  welcome  to 

3  participate. 

4  It's  really  an  effort  to  have  input  prior  to 

5  the  document  coming  out.    So  instead  of  the  RAP 

6  receiving  a  Corrective  Action  Plan,  and  having  had 

7  no  input,  we'll  have  a  way  of  contributing  in 

8  advance. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  was  wondering 

10  if  any  of  the  technical  members  that  went,  that 

11  learned  about  this  decision-making  software,  think 

12  it  works  well,  and  is  a  good  way  to  come  to  a 

13  decision  at  this  site? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  don't 

15  think  the  software  is  the  answer,  and  I  don't  think 

16  it  will  give  us  the  answer,  but  I  think  it  is  a 

17  tool  to  foster  communication,  and  it  will  help  many 

18  people  in  their  own  minds  to  create  differences  and 

19  values  as  trade-offs  have  to  be  made  for  the 

20  decision. 

21  So  I  think  each  person  coming  in  will  get 

22  different  things  from  it,  and  thereby,  it  will  be  a 

23  very  helpful  tool  because  it  will  help  people  focus 

24  what  their  concerns  are,  help  evaluate  whether 

25  those  concerns  really  make  a  difference  in  this 
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1  particular  remedy  or  not,  and  it  will  certainly 

2  increase  communication.    I  mean,  we've  already 

3  spent  two  days  talking  about  what  might  be  remedies 

4  at  the  site,  which  is  two  days  more  than  we  would 

5  have  otherwise  talked  about  at  this  stage.    If  it 

6  does  nothing  but  foster  additional  communication, 

7  it's  a  very  useful  tool. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Roger,  could 

9  you  just  summarize  Joe  Chow's  discussion  on  the 

10  freshwater  bioassay? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Actually, 

12  what  we  have  is  a  short  presentation  about  what  we 

13  have  found  as  a  result  of  our  recent  studies. 

14  MR.  ANGSTROM:    For  those  of  you  who 

15  don't  know  me,  my  name  is  Scott  Angstrom.    I  work 

16  with  Montgomery/Watson.    I  will  just  give  a  quick 

17  overview,  I  gave  an  overview  this  morning  at  the 

18  RPM. 

19  This  is  a  diagram  of  the  231/207  area,  to 

20  give  you  an  idea  of  where  things  lie.    This  is  the 

21  231  area  where  a  gas  station  was  in  business  from 

22  about  1950  to  1988.    They  removed  four  10,000 

23  gallon  tanks.    The  red  area  here  is  a  conceptual  of 

24  groundwater  contamination. 

25  Here's  the  207  area.    There  were  three  10,000 
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1  gallon  tanks  removed  there.    This  was  the  most 

2  recent  operating  gas  station  on  the  Post,  from 
ipproximately  1982  to  1995,  so  it  is  more  recent. 

4  This  shows,  conceptually,  the  soils,  the  inner 

5  layers  with  the  low  peripheral  bay-mud  deposits. 

6  We  have  depths  of  groundwater  about  five  feet  below 

7  ground  surface  towards  the  bay.    It's  flows  through 

8  the  231  area  through  the  207  area.    We  put  on  the 

9  proposed  wetlands  here,  and  some  receptors  that  you 

10  see. 

11  The  contamination  consist  primarily  of 

12  gasoline  with  associated  BTEX  compounds.  It 

13  extends  a  little  deeper,  it's  an  intermediate  zone 

14  in  the  231  area,  we  haven't  seen  that  in  the  207 

15  area.     I  have  a  couple  of  plans  here  to  show  you 

16  the  extent  of  the  shallow  gasoline  contamination. 

17  What  I'll  be  showing  you  here  is  the  first 

18  plume,  that  will  be  gasoline  in  a  shallow  zone.  It 

19  will  show  you  about  the  size  of  the  plume,  just  to 

20  give  you  a  general  idea.    Here  we  have  the  231 

21  area,  here's  the  tanks  that  we  excavated  up  here. 

22  You  see  207,  tanks  were  removed  from  there. 

23  These  contours  are  50ppb,  based  on  our  groundwater 

24  monitoring  results.    Our  highest  concentrations  are 

25  in  these  two  shallow  wells.    At  207,  those 
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1  goes  right  through  both  areas,  and  I'll  be 

2  continuing  it  up  to  the  bay.    And  I'm  showing  you 

3  what  we  have  so  far. 

4  This  is  what  we  have  so  far,  it's  a  draft, 

5  it's  still  being  worked  on.    But,  again,  here's  our 

6  231  area.    You  can  see  here  our  excavation  of  the 

7  tanks.    Down  here  at  207,  we've  drawn  in  the 

8  excavation.    Shallow  groundwater  is  this  continual 

9  blue  line.    I've  also  got  the  intermediate 

10  deep-water  levels  up  there.    We  have  more 

11  fine-grain  material  in  the  shallow  zone.    In  the 

12  231  area  that  we  see,  and  the  207  area,  this  is 

13  more  typical  of  the  Crissy  Field  cytography  of 

14  shallow  sand  inner  layered  in.    When  you  go  more 

15  north,  you  lose  that  shallow-sand  zone. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    What  depths 

17  are  the  shallow  and  intermediate  and  deep  zones 

18  that  you're  talking  about? 

19  MR.  ANGSTROM:    The  shallow  zone 

20  extends  down  to  about  ten  to  11  feet  below  ground 

21  surface.    We  determined  that  from  boring  logs. 

"  ere  we  have  a  shallow  well,  I'd  say  it's  about  ten 
2j  reet  below  ground  surface.    Intermediate  zone  is 

24  more  12  to  20.    And  we  do  see  a  deep  sand  here. 

25  We're  going  to  look  for  it  in  some  of  our 
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1  detections  are  based  on  onetime  sampling, 

2  hydropunch  from  recent  investigation.    The  highest 

3  gas  is  reading  at  3-A.    Next  week  we'll  be  putting 

4  some  additional  points  along  the  northern  edge, 

5  down- gradient  extents,  to  confirm  those  detections 

6  and  the  extent  of  the  plume.    So  generally,  we  have 

7  about  a  750  foot  plume  by  300  feet  in  the  shallow 

8  zone  of  gasoline. 

9  This  zone  shows  benzene  concentrations  in  the 

10  two  areas.    We  have  benzene  concentrations  in  the 

11  two  hottest  wells  in  the  231  area.    We  have  3900 

12  parts  per  billion,  3400  in  the  207  area.    There  was 

13  one  hot  hydropunch  at  3-A  again.    We  do  have  the 

14  benzene  and  BTEX  compounds  associated  with  the 

15  shallow  zone  and  gasoline  plume. 

16  The  207  area  was  a  much  more  recent  gas 

17  station.    This  is  showing  MTBE  in  that  area.  We 

18  analyzed  for  MTBE  in  our  shallow  wells  here,  and  we 

19  haven't  detected  it.    And  again,  we'll  be  looking 

20  for  that  in  some  of  our  new  points  that  we'll  be 

21  putting  in  later  this  week  and  next  week. 

22  I  do  have  a  cross-section  I  put  up  this 

23  morning.    People  seemed  to  like  it,  and  I'm  going 

24  to  be  expanding  on  it.    It's  a  draft  right  now.  It 

25  follows  along  this  AA  line  from  south  to  north.  It 
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1  direct-push  borings  this  week  and  next  to  see  if 

2  it's  down  here  as  well.    So  deep  sand,  we  haven't 

3  seen  any  contamination.    We  have  a  couple  of  wells 

4  in  the  231  area  that  monitor  for  it,  and  we  haven't 

5  come  up  with  anything. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'd  like  to  take  a 

7  moment  and  just  do  a  check  with  people.    If  there 

8  are  any  terms  or  things  that  Scott  has  used,  that 

9  you're  not  familiar  with,  that  you'd  like  to  have 

10  more  explanation  or  ideas  or  concepts,  because  over 

11  the  next  couple  of  months  we  are  going  to  be  trying 

12  to  develop  this  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

13  Understanding  that  right  where  these  two  plumes 

14  that  he  showed  are,  is  eventually  where  the 

15  daylighting  of  the  creek  is  going  to  go.    I  would 

16  like  people  to  be  thinking  about  it,  and  what 

17  additional  information  you  might  like  to  have. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    What  happens  if 

19  you  don't  do  anything  to  the  contaminates?  Where 

20  do  they  go?    I  mean,  after  the  wetlands  are  built, 

21  what  do  they  do? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Some  of  them 

23  would  end  up  breaking  down  in  the  meantime.  The 

24  plume  near  207  that  extends  across  Mason  Street, 

25  there  might  be  a  good  chance  of  that  getting  in' 
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1  there.    Of  course,  at  this  point  in  time,  since  we 

2  have  the  source  out,  since  we  took  the  tanks  out, 

3  we  actually  have  some  more  work  that  we  have  to  go 

4  back  in  and  do,  take  some  of  the  soil  out  which 

5  still  has  the  gasoline  in  it,  then  the  plume  will 

6  start  breaking  down  by  itself,  actually,  it  is 

7  now.    But  the  concentrations  that  are  in  the  plume, 

8  at  this  point  in  time,  are  pretty  much  lower  than 

9  the  bioassay  numbers  that  we  just  came  out  with, 

10  which  are  no-effect  levels  for  the  critters  that 

11  are  going  to  be  living  in  the  wetlands  area.  So 

12  even  if  something  were  to  get  in  the  wetlands, 

13  there  wouldn't  be  any  effect  on  those  organisms, 

14  and  we  were  actually  quite  lucky  with  that. 

15  So  at  this  time,  we  don't  predict  that  there 

16  is  any  large  problem,  because  all  the  source  is 

17  gone.    We're  also  going  to  be  taking  some  action 

18  relatively  soon  up  at  the  231  site. 

19  If  you  see  the  square  boxes  there,  that's  the 

20  site  of  an  old  groundwater  treatment  system  that 

21  was  put  in,  in  1989.    It  was  only  run  for  a  short 

22  period  of  time  and  broke  down,  and  it  wasn't  fixed, 

23  so  it  sat.    We're  going  to  propose  to  put  in  some 

24  oxygen  releasing  compound,  ORC,  into  the  wells  and 

25  that  will  actually  increase  the  level  of  oxygen  in 
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1  the  groundwater,  because  in  that  zone  right  there 

2  we  noted  that  it's  fairly  low,  and  that's  for 

3  several  reasons.    Probably  some  hydrocarbons  are 

4  breaking  down  and  they  are  using  up  what's  in  the 

5  groundwater.    Also,  from  the  very  fine-grain 

6  sediments,  a  lot  of  that  gets  used  up  just 

7  naturally. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    You  should 

9  tell  them  what  a  bioassay  test  is  to  make  them  feel 

10  better. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Okay.  What 

12  we  did,  as  part  of  our  order,  the  order  that  the 

13  Army  got  from  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 

14  Board,  is  what  we  call  our  SCRs,  Site  Cleanup 

15  Requirements.    There  was  a  tasking  in  there  which 

16  requires  that  the  Army  do  what's  called  a  bioassay 

17  test. 

18  We  take  soils  that  are  contaminated  with  fuel 

19  hydrocarbons.    Essentially,  you  shake  it  up  in  sea 

20  water  and  then  you  take  the  mixed  up  liquid  which 

21  should  now  have  fuels  in  it,  and  then  you  expose 

22  organisms  to  those  fuels  at  various  levels.  Then 

23  you  can  determine  at  what  level  gasoline  would 

24  affect  an  organism  that  is  expected  to  be  living  in 

25  the  wetlands,  or  an  organism  that  can  represent 
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1  other  classes  of  critters  living  there. 

2  So  we  actually  went  through  that,  and  that 

3  report  was  generated  and  put  out  about  30  days 

4  ago.    So  that's  out,  and  that  was  done  in 

5  accordance  with  EPA  Standards.    It  was  also 

6  coordinated  very,  very  closely  with  the  Park 

7  Service  and  with  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 

8  Board. 

9  We're  also  doing  a  bioassay  for  the 

10  freshwater  zone,  because  of  the  fact  that  Building 

11  231  --  the  corridor  is  going  to  go  pretty  much 

12  through  the  site,  maybe  a  bit  to  the  east  of  it, 

13  but  we  also  have  to  come  up  with  cleanup  levels  for 

14  it.    Now  that  wasn't  actually  in  our  order,  but  we 

15  had  the  Water  Board  do  that  test  for  us.    And  those 

16  results,  we  have  just  gotten  the  raw  data  back  and 

17  that  will  probably  take  us  a  couple  of  months  to  go 

18  over  the  data  to  come  up  with  some  groundwater 

19  numbers  that  will  be  protective  of  freshwater 

20  species. 

21  I  think  the  target  species  were  the  fathead 

22  minnow,  a  water  flea,  and  green  algae. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Uhat  were  the 

24  saltwater  species? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  think  we 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


1  have  three  of  them.    One  was  an  ampelisca,  another 

2  one  is  the  amphipod,  and  another  one  was  the 

3  burrowing  clam.    So  we  had  one  that  was  burrowing 

4  in  the  sediment,  and  then  we  had  two  water  column 

5  species.    And  these  were  species  that  we  used  that 

6  are  fairly  common  for  tests  like  this  in  the  Bay 

7  Area,  and  they  were  at  the  larvae  stage,  which  is  a 

8  much  more  sensitive  stage  than  the  full-blown  adult 

9  stage. 

10  So  we  have  those  numbers  out,  at  least  for 

11  the  saltwater  bioassay,  which  indicate  at  this 

12  point  in  time,  that,  quote,  unquote,  the  cleanup 

13  numbers  or  the  no-effect  levels  for  these  species, 

14  those  numbers  are  higher  than  what  we're  actually 

15  seeing  in  our  plume  there.    So  that's  kind  of  a 

16  long-winded  answer  for  you. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    And  did  that 

18  also  include  tests  on  soil  samples  from  the  benzene 

19  contaminated  concentrations  at  3400  parts  per 

20  billion? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    When  we  took 

22  our  actual  soil  samples  that  we  used  in  the 

23  bioassay  tests,  we  couldn't  find  any  benzene  in  it, 

24  and  it  may  be  an  artifact  of  how  you  mix  the  soils 

25  up  in  the  groundwater,  because  you  have  to  shake  it 
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1  up  fairly  vigorously.    It's  supposed  to  mimic  the 

2  ocean  hitting  the  shore  and  churning  everything  up, 

hich  actually  happened  in  the  wetlands,  but  we 

4  decided  to  take  the  worst  case. 

5  Because  we  couldn't  find  any  benzene  in  our 

6  samples,  in  our  actual  soil  samples,  we  went 

7  through  literature  searches  in  coordination  with 

8  the  Water  Board  to  come  up  with  some  numbers  for 

9  them.    It  turns  out  that  benzene  doesn't  drive  as 

10  much  of  the  cleanup  at  all  for  those  species. 

11  Benzene  is  toxic  to  humans,  but  since  most  of  these 

12  species  don't  get  cancer  --  benzene  is 

13  cancer-causing  for  humans,  but  not  such  a  big  issue 

14  for  organisms,  because  it  dissipates  very,  very 

15  quickly  in  the  groundwater. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    What  is  your 

17  initial  assessment  of  the  MTBE  contamination?  Do 

18  you  have  levels  that  you're  using  for  that? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Yes.    Ue  were 

20  also  looking  for  MTBE,  but  since  we  were  working 

21  from  soil  samples,  MTBE  doesn't  hang  up  in  soil 

22  like  other  --  like,  say,  diesel  would  or  fuel  oil. 

23  So  when  we  took  our  soil  samples  --  and  these  were 

24  very  hot  soil  samples  --  we  didn't  take  clean  soil, 

25  we  didn't  find  any  MTBE  there. 
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1  So  again,  simitar  to  the  benzene,  we  went  to 

2  literature  searches,  and  again,  in  coordination 

3  with  the  Park  Service  and  the  Regional  Water 

4  Quality  Control  Board,  found  where  other  people  had 

5  done  bioassay  tests  on  the  same  species  for  MTBE, 

6  and  we  have  those  numbers.    So  right  now  our  MTBE 

7  numbers  in  the  plume  are  still  lower  than  the 

8  no-effect  levels,  or  chronic  no-effect  levels. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Roger,  I  had  a 

10  question  about  the  software.    The  software  is  going 

11  to  be  supplemental  to  the  ARARs  and  FPALDR  action 

12  levels,  and  certain  other  requirements.    And  then, 

13  I  guess  above  that,  that's  where  you  can  trade  off; 

14  is  that  correct? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.    The  whole 

16  purpose  for  using  the  software  --  our  consultant 

17  introduced  it  to  me  --  is  it's  a  communication 

18  tool.    What  I  wanted  to  do  was  --  I  said,  "We  have 

19  a  whole  bunch  of  Corrective  Action  Plans  to  produce 

20  here  at  the  Presidio.    How  can  we  get  the 

21  stakeholders  involved  to  the  point  where  they  are 

22  actually  formulating  the  decision  for  the 

23  Corrective  Action  Plan?"    We  hadn't  really  done 

24  that  before.    Basically,  the  Army  would  produce  a 

25  Corrective  Action  Plan,  or  ask  his  consultant  to  do 
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1  it,  then  we  give  it  to  you  and  say,  "Preview  it  and 

2  give  us  comments."    Well,  we  wanted  you  to  actually 

3  help  formulate  the  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

4  The  best  way  to  do  that,  that  I've  seen  up  to 

5  this  point,  is  to  use  this  tool.    And  it's  a 

6  computer  model  that  gives  you  immediate  feedback. 

7  So  if  you  come  and  say,  "Here's  the  nine  criteria 

8  pulled  out  of  the  NCP,  these  are  the  most  important 

9  things  for  me  to  consider  for  various  remedies  at 

10  this  site."    You  just  proposed  the  alternative  for 

11  the  sake  of  using  the  model,  the  model  can  show  you 

12  how,  if  cost  is  very  important  to  you,  how  that 

13  will  affect  the  various  alternatives.    If  you  think 

14  community  acceptance  should  be  the  most  important 

15  thing  you  should  consider  about  your  decision,  it 

16  will  show  you  how  that  will  affect  the  alternative, 

17  and  it  gives  you  that  factor  immediately. 

18  So  as  a  communication  tool,  it  helps  us  to 

19  get  you  involved,  and  the  other  stakeholders 

20  involved  in  actually  formulating  the  Corrective 

21  Action  Plan.    But  it's  just  a  tool.    We  still  have 
7     i  do  the  ARARs  analysis,  we  still  have  to  do  all 
2s  the  other  components  of  the  Corrective  Action 

24  Plan.    This  just  helps  us  get  there  in  a  smarter 

25  more  sophisticated  fashion,  and  helps  keep  all  the 
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1  stakeholders  involved. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Also,  keep  in 

3  mind,  this  is  an  underground  storage  tank  site,  so 

4  the  CAP  is  not  going  to  look  like  a  RAP.    There's  a 

5  different  process.    There  are  some  things  that  are 

6  similar,  but  again,  it  isn't  going  to  look  like  a 

7  RAP.    It's  under  state  fuels.    But  again,  to  answer 

8  your  question,  the  cleanup  levels,  some  of  them  are 

9  in  the  NCR,  some  of  them  are  from  the  bioassay  that 

10  will  be  coming  up  soon. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  you're 

12  generating  new  action- level  numbers? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Right. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    We  developed 

15  some  with  the  FPALDR  earlier.    Is  there  a  reason 

16  for  those  not  to  be  included? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    No.  The 

18  action  levels  that  were  derived  in  the  FPALDR,  and 

19  that  were  codified  in  the  NCRs,  are  for  human 

20  health  and  for  terrestrial  eco  receptors.    What  was 

21  missing  in  the  FPALDR  and  in  the  NCRs  were  cleanup 

22  levels  for  the  protection  of  saltwater  species,  and 

23  that's  why  we  were  given  a  tasking  in  the  NCRs,  to 

24  generate  those.    Because,  at  the  time  that  we  had 

25  done  it,  it  was  kind  of  a  last  minute  thing. 
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1  Somebody  said,, "Hey,  what  about  the  saltwater 

2  species?"    So  we  didn't  have  time  to  get  it  in 

3  there,  and  it  does  take  quite  some  time  to  get  it 

4  done  right.    So  that's  what  is  going  to  be  added  to 

5  this. 

6  So  if  there  are  human  health  numbers  that 

7  will  apply  to  the  site,  those  will  come  from  the 

8  NCRs,  too. 

9  Last  update  is  the  Nike  site,  and  I'll  turn 

10  that  over  to  Rich  Johns. 

11  MR.  JOHNS:    We  just  got  funding 

12  within  the  last  week  or  so  from  the  Army.    So  it 

13  will  take  a  couple  of  weeks  for  us  to  split  this 

14  all  up  in  different  pots  to  get  it  authorized  for 

15  us  to  start  the  planning  process  for  the  Nike 

16  facility. 

17  Three  or  four  months  ago  we  put  on  a  very 

18  brief  presentation,  a  general  overview,  of  how  we 

19  plan  to  clean  up  the  silos  or  magazines. 

20  I  would  expect,  probably,  60  to  90  days  for 

21  us  to  prepare  workplans  to  get  them  through  the 

22  Corps  to  review  and  get  them  out  to  the  public  for 

23  your  input. 

24  I  guess,  if  you  would  be  interested  in  some 

25  type  of  a  presentation,  or  an  initial  look  of  what 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


TinyTran 


62 


1  we're  planning  to  do  again,  you  can  request  a  date 

2  and  we'll  be  happy  to  do  it  for  you. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     I  would  like  to 

4  have  such  a  presentation.    Also,  how  much  is  the 

5  funding? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Approximately, 

7  $200,000. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there  any 

9  issues  with  these  big  rains  coming?    Are  we 

10  monitoring  that  so  that  if  the  water  levels  go  up 

11  will  there  be  any  increasing  cost?    Is  there  any 

12  need  to  try  to  expedite  this? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  know. 

14  I  mean,  that's  something  we  can  look  at.    I  mean, 

15  at  this  point,  we  haven't  even  had  the  funds  to 

16  authorize  the  contractor  to  do  anything,  at  this 

17  point.    And  now  that  we've  got  that,  our  intention 

18  is  to  implement  the  solution  that  was  presented  at 

19  the  RAB  meeting  last  August,  a  short  three  or 

20  four-page  handout  that  we  had  that  talked  about  our 

21  plan  to  remove  the  pipelines  and  the  hydrauLic 

22  tanks  and  clean  it  out  and  pump  out  the  water,  and 

23  all  that. 

24  Based  on  our  assessment  at  that  point,  back 

25  then,  we  believed  what  we  forecast  in  our  budget 
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1  would  be  sufficient  to  cover  those  costs,  but  in 

2  terms  of  --  now  that  we  have  the  funding,  and  we 

3  looked  at  it  to  see,  is  there's  a  need,  based  on 

4  the  level  of  participation  we're  getting,  do  we 

5  need  to  expedite  this  cleanup  action?    Well,  no, 

6  because  we  just  got  the  funding.    But  that's 

7  something  we  can  look  at. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:     It  has  always  been 

9  a  concern  that  RAB  members  have  put  out  there,  that 

10  there  is  a  potential  of  this  water  rising  and 

11  either  adding  to  the  cost,  or  perhaps,  through  a 

12  large  period  of  rain,  overflowing  the  magazines. 

13  It  is  one  of  the  comments  we  have  made  in  the 

14  past. 

15  Any  other  comments  on  the  Nike  facility? 

16  Thank  you,  Roger.    Mark,  your  monthly  report. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Uell,  I  think 

18  the  Progress  Report  covered  the  majority  of  things 

19  in  the  RPM  meeting.    I  think  that  we  may  have  left 

20  out  that  Bruce  Handel  gave  a  quick  overview  of  the 

21  Cn'ssy  Field  sampling  progress. 

22  Basically,  he  said  that  a  Crissy  Field, 

23  sampling  workplan  is  almost  finished.    It  will  be 

24  finished  on  Thursday  or  Friday  of  this  week. 

25  Sampling  preparation  is  under  way  as  we  speak, 
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1  consisting  of,  griding  of  the  sample  points, 

2  utility  clearance,  and  project  review  with  the 

3  National  Park  Service. 

4  This  sampling  workplan  includes  all  sampling 

5  agreed  upon  in  the  Crissy  Field  work.  The 

6  remediation  workplan  is  to  be  released  in  two  to 

7  three  weeks.    The  sampling  will  be  completed  by 

8  January  28th. 

9  February  11th  is  when  the  laboratory  analysis 

10  is  expected  back,  and  preliminary  analysis  of  the 

11  data  is  expected  by  February  25th. 

12  So  I  think  that  was  all  covered  in  the  RPM. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We're  now  at  item 

14  No.  8,  Review  of  Action  Items  and  February  Agenda 

15  Items.    Has  anything  come  up  for  people  that  they'd 

16  like  to  see  at  our  meetings? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    At  the  end  of 

18  our  last  meeting  in  December,  the  selection 

19  committee  got  together,  informally,  and  we  talked 

20  about  our  community  membership,  and  also  about 

21  inviting  the  executive  director  for  the  Trust  to 

22  come  be  a  member  of  our  RAB.    And  I'd  just  like  to 

23  bring  that  issue  up  in  front  of  us  so  we  can  talk 

24  about  it  a  little  bit. 

25  It  seems  that  there  was  a  lot  of  support  for 
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1  getting  the  Trust  participation  tonight.    So  how 

1 
I 

not  come  every  time,    just  LiKe  d.j.,  Troin  tne  rarK 

2  does  the  RAB  feel  about  us  collectively  sending  a 

c. 

Service,  doesn't  come  every  time,  she  comes  on 

' etter  to  see,  first  of  all,  if  Jim  would  be 

special  occasions,  you  may  get  something  like 

h  willing  to  attend  one  meeting,  give  us  the 

/. 

H- 

that . 

5  opportunity  to  ask  questions,  and/or  joining  our 

C 

J 

OuAKLTICPiDtK  WiLKiNo.     ALSO,    1   Want  tO 

6  RAB  has  a  technical  member? 

O 

adu  tnat  tne  Army  nas  maue  it  ciear  to  tne  irubt,  i 

7           So  I  would  just  like  to  throw  that  out  there. 

f  ■ 

mean,  prior  to  Jim  coming  on,  they  have  a  standing 

8  because  if  we  can  all,  perhaps,  agree  on  what 

Q 

O 

invitation  to  participate  in  aii  tne  vanoub 

9  approach  we'd  like  to  take,  we  can  send  a  letter  to 

Q 

meetings  we  have  here,  including  the  BCT,  the  RPM 

10  him  to  try  and  get  him  to  come  for  the  February 

in 

IU 

ana  tne  kad  meetings,  wnicn  are  montniy  meetings. 

11  meeting.    And  if  we  put  that  on  the  agenda  that 

1 1 

50  uniortuna te iy ,  tney  are  in  tnei r  sea l i ng 

12  went  out  to  the  whole  group,  that  would  give 

to 

process,  they  can  only  participate  in  those  as  time 

13  everyone  an  opportunity  to  think  of  what  questions 

1  "Z 
\D 

allows.    It  might  give  them  a  little  more  emphasis 

14  they  might  have. 

if  a  letter  comes  from  the  RAB  community  members. 

15                         FACILITATOR  KERN:    As  tar  as  inviting 

l-> 

duakdmcMdcK  tuunukin:    is  tne  irust  a 

16  him,  if  he  offered  to  send  a  designee,  or 

1 A 

To 

de  facto  member  of  this  Board? 

1 7  someth i ng ,  wou Id  that  be  accept ab L e,  or  do  you 

17 

DUHKLTlCriOCK    H1LMPIO.        I  cZ>  , 

18  particularly  want  him? 

lo 

absolutely. 

ly                                 bUAKUnCPiDCK  LAHKLN.      I  nc  Committee 

I  7 

ROAPHMFMRFP   III  1  FWsV/AWfi*      1  In   tn  thic 
DUAKL/DCrlDCIx   ULLCriO  VMHU .       U[J    LU  LITIS 

20  didn't  really  talk  about  that  issue.    My  personal 

point  tne  i rust  nas  naa  very  Tew  staTT  memDers,  ana 

21  preference  is  we  might  as  well  see  if  he'll  do  it. 

51 

to  tne  extent  tnat  tne  rarK  oervi ce  can  represent 

cc                            BUARuMcMocK  ULLbNoVANb:     YOU  mignt 

OO 

them,  and  we ' ve  been  trying  to,  they  just  have  been 

23  invite  the  Trust  to  participate  and  encourage  Jim 

<L~> 

very  short  staffed.    They  have  been  waiting  for  an 

24  to  come  to  one  meeting,  because  it  may  be  that 

OA 

executive  director  before  they  start  hiring  the 

25  he'll  have  one  of  his  staff  come  regularly,  he  may 

25 

staff.    Now  that  Jim  is  in  place,  it's  still  only 
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Aft 

1  been,  approximately,  ten  days.    So  I  think  they  are 

1 

that? 

2  stilL  in  the  wrap-up  stage. 

c. 

buarumcMdcR  lahken :    My  preterence 

3                            BOARDMEMBER  UnEEVER:     Id  L 1  Ke  to 

■z 
J 

would  be  the  cochair,  the  community  cochair. 

4  support  tne  idea  ot  trie  tetter,    i  tninx  tnat's  a 

/ 
H 

The  second  issue  is,  we  have  five  spots  on 

5  great  idea.    I  was  glad  to  have  it  clarified  that 

C 
J 

^l.  a     a  -rvvni  in  i  f  \/     r+*\e>  M  At*            1  Ik  An     >  ia     ^  |   1      A-  ^  1  X*  a/J        ai  in 

tne  community  roster,    wnen  we  ail  taiiceu,  our 

6  they  really  are  automatically  a  member,  a  technical 

0 

position  is  tnat  tne  more  community  involvement  tne 

7  member,  of  this  Board.    So  we're  not  inviting  them 

■7 
f 

better.    I  brought  along  the  stack  of  old 

8  to  be  a  member,  we're  telling  them  that  we  hope 

Q 
O 

appLi cants,  ana  it  anyone  wouiu  Line  to  taice  a  look. 

9  they  come.    I  think  that  it  would  be  especially 

O 

y 

at  those,  they  are  aval lable. 

10  good  to  explain  that  we  hope  that  Jim  Meadows, 

lU 

During  our  last  RAB  we  identified  the  20  top 

11  himself,  will  come  so  we  can  talk  to  him  and  hear 

1 1 
I  I 

candidates,  and  we  contacted  ten  of  them  to  find 

12  what  he  has  to  say. 

1 o 

out  what  their  interest  was. 

\5                              BOARDHEMBER  LAHREN:      I   Will  volunteer 

I  O 

So  I  have  this  list  in  front  of  me,  and  there 

14  to  write  tne  letter. 

1/. 

were  10  people  on  here  that  we  still  haven't 

O                                 BUAKUMtMotK  rUWtKb :      1    till  nK 

i  j 

contactea.     inese  ten  people  nave  a  mixea  review 

16  composing  it  is  a  great  idea,  and  the  time  has 

16 

among  the  selection  committee.    So  what  I  thought 

17  come.    I  think  to  send  it  out  through  E-mail  is 

1  "7 
1  I 

might  be  appropriate,  is  that  we  call  them  and  find 

18  kind  of  standard.    I  think  that  works  well,  so  if 

out  what  thei r  i nterest  is,  get  a  feel  for  who  they 

19  anybody  has  a  suggestion  or  wants  to  comment,  or 

are,  and  then  come  up  with  a  recommendation  as  to 

20  whatever.    I  think  that  with  E-mail  you  simply  can 

Of) 

whether  or  not  i  t  wou Id  be  appropr i ate  to  choose 

21  add  your  name,  if  you  agree. 

Ol 

five  people  from  this  list,  or  whether  it  would  be 

e                           t-ACi L 1 1 A I  UK  KcKN :    uo  we  nave  a 

OO 

appropriate  to  put  another  ad  in  the  paper.  Does 

2^  general  consensus  then,  that  that's  something 

0~K 

CD 

anyone  have  any  comments  on  that? 

24  people  want  to  do?    Any  objections?    Should  we  have 

OL 

DUAKUrltriDtK   LMttvtK.      1    WOUIO    1 1  Ke  tO 

1 1  cant  hv  th^  rnrhsi  r     t\v  uhat '  q  t*hp  nrpf  prpn^p  t*in 

25 

«stJoae^t  that  there  be  an  actual  meetina    some  off 

ouyycaL    iiiui    liici  c   *-/v-    ui  i   aw  iua  \    nice  i.  1 1  iy ,    uw  i  iw    ui  i 
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1  night,  of  members  of  the  selection  committee  where 

2  we  could  talk  among  ourselves  and  look  at  the  list 

3  together  in  deciding  what  the  recommendation  would 

4  be. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  Y0UNGKIN:     I  could  help 

6  to  call  these  people  and  see  if  they  are  still 

7  interested. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Is  there  a  date 

9  that  we  could  throw  out  for  a  committee  meeting, 

10  soon?    How  about  next  Tuesday,  the  20th?  That's 

11  okay?    All  right.    So  if  anyone  would  like  to  come 

12  and  see  the  various  pool  of  applicants,  just  let  us 

13  know. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  it  sounds  like 

15  Tuesday  the  20th. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    David,  would  you 

17  be  willing  to  make  Lucy  and  Heather  available  if  we 

18  need  them,  to  help  facilitate  with  outreach,  in 

19  terms  of  generating  new  membership? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Sure. 

21  .    FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  ideas 

22  for  future  agenda  items? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  POWERS:    This  is  a  silo 

24  question.    There  is  a  Nike  site,  are  you  going  to 

25  schedule  that  in? 
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1  Any  other  ideas  on  future  agenda  items? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Before  you 

3  finish  up,  if  you're  going  to  be  involved  with 

4  these  ongoing  meetings,  between  our  meetings,  I 

5  would  like  to  have  some  information  on  whether 

6  those  are  available  for  me  to  attend  in  the  interim 

7  phase.    And  I  think  that  works  nice  for  the  RAB 

8  members  to  have  that  information  available. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.     I  will 

10  endeavor  to  put  out  when  I  find  out  about  meetings, 

11  E-mail  that  out  to  the  list. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    David,  you 

13  mentioned  a  distribution  list.    Uhat  is  that  list, 

14  and  could  other  RAB  members  be  on  it? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     It's  just  the 

16  agenda  for  the  RPM  meetings.    And  there's  about  12 

17  folks  from  the  various  agencies  and  associations  • 

18  that  we  send  the  meeting  agenda  to,  and  it  includes 

19  three  RAB  community  members. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     I  would  ask  to 

21  be  on  that  then. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  what  I 'm 

23  saying.    We  could  just  E-mail  it  to  the  RAB 

24  members. 
25 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  a 

2  standing  agenda  item  until  that  project  is 

3  complete. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  Jane  is 

5  referring  to  the  presentation. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     We'll  do  that 

7  at  whatever  point  that  we're  prepared.    I  don't 

8  think  that  it  will  be  at  the  next  meeting,  because 

9  there  are  some  contractual  and  business  things  that 

10  have  to  be  done  now  that  we've  received  the 

11  funding,  but  we  will  do  that. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    At  the  last 

13  committee  meeting  a  RAB  member  suggested  that  we 

14  address  the  issue  on  the  landfill  closure 

15  requirements,  and  it  seems  that  some  people  are  not 

16  familiar  with  that  and  what's  involved. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Seeing  that  we  are 

18  going  to  have  some  landfill  issues  to  address,  it 

19  might  be  good  to  bring  somebody  in  who  would  be 

20  familiar  with  that. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Could  we  get 

22  somebody  from  the  Integrated  Waste  Management 

23  Board,  Romy? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:  Sure. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else? 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you  very 

2  much  for  your  input  tonight.  Meeting  adjourned. 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 


Dated:  At  San  Francisco,  California  this 
 day  of   ,  1997 


Elizabeth  Valstad 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I'd  like  to 

2  welcome  everyone  tonight.    This  is  the  regularly 

3  scheduled  meeting  of  the  Presidio  Restoration 

4  Advisory  Board.    Welcome  to  the  Army  and  their 

5  contractors,  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  the 

6  regulators,  boardmembers,  and  members  of  the 

7  public.    Thank  you  for  being  here  tonight. 

8  Does  everyone  have  an  agenda?    Are  there  any 

9  additions  or  changes  to  the  agenda?    There  is  one 

10  item  that  has  come  up  with  regard  to  item  5.C.,  the 

11  Crissy  Field  RAP,  and  Michael  Work,  from  the 

12  US/EPA.    Community  members  have  prepared  a  comment 

13  letter  that  they  would  like  to  read  at  that  point 

14  in  the  agenda. 

15  Any  other  agenda  items?  Announcements? 

16  Thomas,  did  you  want  to  make  an  announcement  about 

17  the  kiosk? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  APPLING:    Just  that  the 

19  kiosk  is  ready,  as  you  can  see,  and  we  would 

20  appreciate  any  comments  that  you  have.  It's 

21  schedule  to  go  on  tour  throughout  the  City. 

2'       -e's  a  lot  of  organizations  that  have  expressed 

23  ...terest  in  housing  the  kiosk,  and  if  any  of  your 

24  organizations  would  like  to  house  a  kiosk,  we  would 

25  be  happy  to  make  those  arrangements.    It's  going  to 
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1  the  Bay  Model  in  Sausalito,  and  it  will  be  there 

2  until  the  end  of  the  month. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you, 

4  Thomas.    Any  other  announcements  tonight?  Old 

5  Business?    Committee  Business? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  RAB 

7  Committee  met  on  January  27th.    There  were  three 

8  topics  of  discussion.    We  talked  about  the  Crissy 

9  Field  RAP  Responsiveness  Summary,  the  Main 

10  Installation  Feasibility  Study,  and  the  Building 

11  207/231  Decision-Making  Process.    The  next 

12  committee  meeting  is  on  February  24th,  at  7:00. 

13  The  selection  committee  has  also  been  working 

14  on  new  members,  so  we  sent  out  letters  to 

15  perspective  members.    There's  a  notice  in  one  of 

16  the  newspapers,  I  believe,  the  Independent.  We 

17  also  reviewed  applications  from  the  last  round  of 

18  membership  and  picked  a  few  applications  that  were 

19  left  over,  and  called  the  people  for  these 

20  applications  and  found  the  ones  that  are  still 

21  available.    So  all  this  information  will  come 

22  together  in  the  next  week  or  two,  and  we  will  go 

23  through  the  applications  and  pick  out  some  for 

24  consideration.    Thank  you. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  questions? 
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1  Item  5  A      the  TERC  Contrart  Prnre^Q 

1     It  Will    J  .  t\  m  g      LI  IC     1  t  l\V*    VrfUl  1  L  1  Ok>L    r  I  UtC99  a 

f  ft  Was  1    anH  mananA  +ht*  Hicrv^cal    fa/*5  I  l  ti^c 
lu  ucd i   diiu  niai layc   liic  ui  >>puoa I    i  at  i  u  u 

2                            BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL-     I'll  have  IT 

2 

nn^rat'  i  one     np  rnnpH  l  natp  ui^h   thp  Hi  ennca  I 

vUCI  a  L,  1  VI  IO  ,      VI       l-UUI  VII  Id  LC     WILII      LI  IC    UI  OUvSQ  l 

3  take  care  of  describina  that  nrocess    and  we'll 

«-»    l  «  rv  w    w  a  i  w    vi    uwowi  iwm  ly    viiak    wi  vvcoo  ,    ai  iu   wc    v  l 

3 

far  i 1 i  t  i  ec 

1  QL>  IULI  CD  ■ 

4  have  Rich  Johns  speak  on  that-    That  was  the 

4 

The  other  part  of  the  cjuest  i  on,  I  guess ,  from 

5  subcontract  process  that  was  specif ical Ly  requested 

5 

Mr    Rosenbaum    was  concernina  the  soecifics  of  the 

III    ■      l\  VOwl  Pk/uLMII ,      nuo     Wl  IL-Wl  lllliy      L 1  1 W     O  VW  w  IIIVO     VI  Lllv 

6  for  inf ormation. 

DEH  area     t  ran^Dortat  i  on  and  di  snnsa I  costs  We 

l/Lall      Ul   w  U  ,       LI   VI  IOVVI    L  V  L  1  VI  1     VI  IV     V  1  OVVOV  L      VVO  LO  ■  RV 

7                          MR    JOHNS*     Rasicallv    there's  a 

1                                                         I  I IX  ■     LU  vl-H*w  ■         UQO  1  L-a  L  I  y  ,       LI  ICI  C     O  Q 

7 

m  it"  t  napf  hpr  a  hr  i  pf  tahl^  that   illi  iQt  rat  p»q  t  hp 

l^u  l    l  uyc  LI  ICI     a    ui  tci     lauic    LI  icj  l     III  Uo  LI  alC3    LI  IC 

8  one-page  handout  that  we  put  together  to  kind  of 

8 

facilities  that  the  contaminated  soil  is  going  to, 

9  describe  verv  brieflv  our  subcontract ina  nrocess 

*     V>^  O  \*  1    1  k»*v_r     VWIJr     VI    1  w  1  V  y     WU 1       vUWvvl  1^1  U  L^  L.  1  1  ly     u|  W  CO  O  ■ 

9 

the  SDecifie  unit  costs    and  the  ouantitv  for  each 

LI  1  V     OL/CL>  1  1    1  Lr     VI  1  1  I     WO  I O  ,      Ol  IV     LI  IC    UUul  I  L  I  L  J      IVI       CuVI  1 

10  The  auestion  was  aeared  towards  transrjortation  and 

■  v    i  i  iv>   i^uto  l  i  vi  i    nuo    y^u i  w    kwnai  wo    l  i  ai  10  vvi  ka  l  i  vi  i   ai  iu 

10 

of  the  site** 

VI       LI  IC     O  1  LC9  ■ 

11  disoosal     but  this  anDlies     in  aeneral     to  all  our 

ii    vi  o  vvoa  l  ,    vv l    lii  i  o    a  vl/ l  i  co  ,     ill   yci  i?i  □  i  ■     iv   an  vui 

11 

ROARDMFMRFR  1AHRFN-     Uere  all  those 

DunrwricriDC.ix   LMrmulia      wcl  c  di  l  LllUoc 

1 2  subcont  racts • 

12 

t pi ir~ks  si innoseH  to  Ke  covered? 

13             IT  Dre-aual i f i es  all  our  vendors  to  make  sure 

■                                At      VI  W     VWLIIIVO     U  L  It     VV 1       Vvl  IV  V 1  O      «v    IIKlnv     O  V 1  C 

13 

MR    JOHNS-     Yes      Uhen  thev  Leave  the 

II  l\  »      U  Villi  V  ■          1  CO  ■         HI  ICI  ■     LI  IC  Jr      L  Cu  VC  LIIC 

14  that  thev  comnlv  with  health  and  safetv  OC    and  anv 

1  ~    v  i  iv  lit    lhwj    win^tf  k  j    w%  i  li  i    n^cit  vii    w  iv    oa  i  t  l  y    ww  ■    vi  rv    ui  i  y 

14 

site  thev' re  suooosed  to  be  covered  and  tamed  If 

oils;    li  igjt    i  \z                                      vc    llivci  cu    ai  tu    lv  i  vcv  •  it 

15   1  i rpriQi  no  renui  rements  that  mi aht  hp  nprpm^rv 

i       li  L-L7I  io  1 1  ly    i  clju  ■  i  cmci  ilo    Liia  l    in  i  y  i  ■  l            i  icL>C3oa  i  y  ■ 

15 

nnp  cl  ins  thmiiah     that's  nnt  a  ortrtd  thinn  Uhpn 

vl  IC    oil  fJo    llll  VUyi  1,     L)lvL    o    IIUL    u    y  UUU    11 1  1 1  ly>       nil  CI  1 

16  When  we  establish  a  need,  we  will  send  requests  for 

16 

vou  raised  vour  concern  we  doubled  checked  to  make 

T  VU      1  CI  1  O  WV      J  VUI        WIIWI  II     n  V     UVW  V  VU     VIIWVILVU      LV     1 1 KJ  V— 

17  Drooosals  to  selected  Dre-aual if ied  vendors  Tt's 

II      VI  VVVO  V  L  O      IV     OC  L  C V  L  CU     L/l  V    V.VV  L 1 1 1 CU     Vvl  IUV  l  O  ■          &  L  O 

17 

ciirp  thav  uprp  rnx/prpH  uhpn  thpv  1  pavp  thp  sita 

OUI  c     Liicy     NCI  C    L>WCI  CU    WIICII     LUCY     LCvVC     LIIC    Ol  L  c  ■ 

1  ft  on  a  rot  at  i  no   list  that  a  1  1  nuc  i  is  to  snrpad  thp 
i  v  ui  i  a   i  u  La  i.  1 1  ly    i  iol    lllal   al  d  who   uo    lu  ofji  cau    li  i  c 

1fi 

1  o 

RDAPHMFMRFP  UT1  IfTMQ"     Hid  vnn  cpp  anv 

DUnlxL/rlCPlDCPt    W1LK1ND.       U  1 U    yUU    9CC  ally 

19  work  around,  try  new  vendors ,  get  new  vendors 

19 

t"hat"   uorp  unrnvprpri? 

LI  Id  L     nwl  w     VIIWVCI  CU  : 

20  involved  in  the  Drocess 

Lb  w      1  1  li  VI  V  W  V      III     LIIC     UI  VwWOO  ■ 

20 

ROARDMFMRFR  LAHRFM'  Yes 

21           Our  subcontracts  are  awarded  on  a  competitive 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Did  you  see 

22  basis,  based  upon  responsive  bids  from  responsible 

22 

more  than  one? 

If  IVI  C      LI  lul  1     VI  IC  I 

23  vendors,  specifically  for  the  transportation  and 

23 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN-  Yes 

WAItL'l  IL>I  1  wL l\     Lftlll\LI1  i          1  WO  ■ 

24  disposal.    We  typically  place  those  subcontracts 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS-     Hou  manv  did 

vvm\L*i  ii_i  iulix    niLiMiivi       iivvi   niai  iv  uiu 

25  with  the  transportation  firm  and  then  require  them 

25 

you  see  at  the  time  you  made  your  observation? 
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3 

niit"  t"he  f print  ciAte 

1                           BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN-     I  should  have 

•                                        uvnnvi  il>i  iuk>n    unniNtn i       i    oiivuiu  navv 

2  wr i tten  that  down.    I  was  just  standing,  looki ng 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL*     I  don't  think 

DvnIM/l  ILI  1DLI\     nftrlvLL  ■          1     UVI1     L  Lllllllx 

3  out  the  window    and  I   iust  harmened  to  notice  them 

v    ww    ljiw    nil  iwvw  ,    vt  <  v    i     j  vo  l    i  lauuvi  itvi    l.  \j    i  ivl  I  vv    L 1 1  CHI 

3 

thpv  u^rt^  ftijrc     Knt  up'  1  1   makp  a  «anPi*ial    pffrtrt  tri 

LI ICy    wcl  c   vvl  o  f    L*U L    Wc    L  l    metric   a    o^cb  1  a  L    cl  1  UI  L  LU 

4  going  by.    At  the  time  I  looked,  the  first  one  I 

4 

malfp  ciirp  1"hat"  up '  rp  rrirrf  i  rmi  na   t"h at"   thpv  a pp  a  1  1 
■naive  oui  c    li  i  a  l   wc   i  c  wi  1 1  i  i  in  1 1  ly    li  i  a  l    li  icy   aic  an 

5  saw  was  uncovered    I  would  iust  tend  to  not i re 

ovn    nuo    uiiwvwicu,     i     n  w  l  v    juo  i     lwi  i  v    w  v    i  ivi  I  l>v 

5 

rr\\/f*re>ri  Kpf nrp  thpv   1  pavp 

L-UVCl  CU    UCIUI  C     LllCy  ICdVCi 

6  them    because  thev  are  bia    thev  were    I  think 

V      LIIVIH,       WW  VOW      L  1  1  V  y      U  1   V     hJ  iy^       LI  Iv  J      WC  1   C  ,       X  Lllllllx, 

RnflRDMFMRFR  1 AHRFN-     Thank  von 
□unrtL/riL.riDcrt   Lnnixtri  ■      1 1  lai  ii\  yuu ■ 

7  double    I  don't  know  if  thev  were  linked    thev  were 

•     vvvvlw,     i    vvi  i    i>    rvi  ivn     li      L  1 1  v  y    wc  1  c    L  I  l  i^wu ,     li  ivjr    nvl  v 

7 

FAril  ITATOR  l^FRM'     T  *m  iust  rurioiis 

rnvlLl  1  M  1  Ui\    NlIMI  •        1    III    J  Uo  L    \*\Jl  1  UUo  ■ 

8  like  a  bia  vat    sort  of  a  modern  lookina  trurk 

v    i  i  ivc   a   v  i  y   »a  l  ,    sui  l   ui    a  iiiuuci  1 1    i  uun  i  i  ly    l  i  ul-n  ■ 

R 

o 

UKppp  uorp  vnii   1  nfiUnn  f pnm? 
hiici  c  wcl  c  yuu   i  uur  1 1  ly    m  uiu; 

9                          BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL*     If  is  was  a 

*                                                  vvniw  1  IL>I  1  Vw>  l\    1  lAIIUL  L  ■         11      IO    nvo  V 

9 

ROARDMFMRFR  t AHRFN •     The  second 

DvnlWriLl  lDLn    l.rtni\l_PI  •         IIIC    OCL-UI  IU 

10  double    I  don't  believe  anv  of  our  trucks 

lw     VVVVLV,       A      VV1I      L      W  L   1  "w  Y  L~      Vlljr      VI       Wl         LI  UL-aO 

10 

1  IUUI  ,      1  1  Ulll    v  1  MIUI  1    O  LUULjIa 

11                           BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN-     You  don't  have 

■  i                                            vvniw  i  i  l*  i  ilili\    L>m  i  i\L_  n  ■        1  w    wii    l>  iiqvw 

11 

FAPTl  ITATOR  1CFRW"     Anv  other 

iMUlLl  lnlUI\    \ci\n  ■      Mliy  ULIlCl 

12  any  doubles? 

12 

auestions  on  this^    5  R      Cost  Rreakdown      Uell  we 

l^  usa  l  i  vi  io    vi  i    li  i  i  o  :       ^  ■  l?  ■  ,    wo  l    v  i  cvfvuvni  i  ■       hcll,  wc 

13                           BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL'     A  lot  of  DeoDle 

■                                               l>i vm wi  jlb!  iulix    i irxiw l> Lb  ■       r\    l  v  l>    v  i     vw vv  l  w 

13 

Inst  Hi H  that 

J  UO  L     UIU      LIIQL  ■ 

14  could  be  hauling  material  in  or  out.    It  could  be 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL-     I   iust  wanted  to 

UVn  l\L/l  1L_I  ILJL.IX     imilL/LL  ■          1      JUOL     nui  1  L  VU     L  V 

15    --  I  assume,  they  were  loaded  trucks? 

15 

note  that  both  5 .A  and  B  were  on  one  sheet  I abe led 

16                          BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN-     Thev  were  filled 

16 

T rancriftrtaf i nn  and  riicr%ncal    r\f  Pnntam? nateH  Cni  1 
l  l  al  Iol^ui  La  uuil  aiiu  u  \  oUUoa  L    u  l    UUl  I  Lain  1 1  la  Leu  9U  I  L  , 

17  with  soil.    I  assumed,  at  the  time,  that  these  must 

17 

DFH   flrpa       Rrtt"h   of   thnsp  tnnirQ  uppp  nn  nnp  chppt 

ULn     r\l  CV  ■         VVLII     VI       LIIVOC     LVL/IVO     WCI  C     VI  1     Vl  IC  OIICCLb 

18  b^  the  DEH  trucks,  and  I  made  a  mental  note  that 

18 

FACILITATOR  KERN-     Okav    thank  vou 

i  ni/iLi  i n  i  vi\    rvL.iMi  -       vrxQ y  ,     li i ai  in.    y  vu ■ 

19  th  i  ^  mu^t  be*  r  I  pan  sni  I        T  unnrlprprl  uhv  thpv  uptp 

1'      L!  1  1  O     IIIVO  L     WC     V  L  COI  1     3U  1  L  •          I      HWI  IVCTl  CU     Wl  1  J      LI  ICJT     WCI  C 

19 

Ppiccv    F  i  p  1  H   PAP/WPP    P  pni  ii  rpmpnt'Q 
L>i  looy    r  iclU  T\nr  /  Pivr   IxcL^u  1  1  cillcl  1  Lo  ■ 

20  taki na  it  off      I  assumed  i t  was  c lean    for  some 

£*v      LLII\  1  1  ly      It     Vila          4      UOOUtllwLJ      1  v     nvo     VVWull,       IVI       O  VI 1  IC 

20 

ROARDMFMRFR  UORIC"      lust  a  little 

DUMPtLVriL.rlDL.Pt    WUiVNb        UUoL    a     L  1  LLLC 

21  reason,  because  they  didn 1 t  have  covers .    But  I  saw 

21 

bar ka  round  f  i  rst 

vaL-rvyivviiv    i  i  i  o  l  ■ 

??  at   1  eact  thrAt*  trurtc  uithmif  rnverc 

t-C    a  L     ICaoL     Llll  cc    LI  Ul-n9    Wl  IIIUUL    L-UVCl  o  • 

Ac   r^rnKaKI  \/  o\/o hv/KpiHw  Hops   LnAuc      up  uppp 
Mo   \j\  UUaL>iy   cvcl  yUUUy   flcl  c   RUUWo,    Wc  Wcl  c 

23                          BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL-     UelL     we've  also 

u.v                                            vvniwi  ii—i  iuli\    i miifL.L  ■       nci  v  -     nv    v  v    a  l  o v 

23 

t  rvi  na  hard  to  fast  t  rack  the  Dec  i  s  i  on  Document  on 

l  i  y  1 1  ly    i  ici  i  u    lv    iaoL    li  ol-n    liic   v  cv  i  o  i  vi  i   l»  vl>  viiici  i  l    vi  i 

24  been  imnortina  soi I    clean  soi I    for  backf i 1 1 

«     VWI  1      1  IHVV 1    L  1  1  ly     O  V  1  L  ,      wLWVlt    Owl  L  ,       IVI       VW  M    1  l  L  b 

24 

Crissv  Field  so  as  not  to  cause  anv  unneeded  or 

VI    1  O  O  J      1    ICLU     OV     VO     IIVL      vv     wvoc     aiiy     UI  II  IVVUWLI  VI 

25                        BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    These  were  going 

25 

unnecessary  delay  to  the  reuse  activities  and  the 
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1  construction  of,  the  wetlands,  and  the  development 

2  of  the  rest  of  Crissy  Field. 

7  Towards  that  goal,  we  took  a  couple  of 

4  ,rtcuts.    You  might  recall  --  those  who  were 

5  following  this  Decision  Document  carefully  --  there 

6  was  an  agreement  that  there  would  not  have  to  be  a 

7  revised  document  after  the  draft  was  released  and 

8  that  the  Responsiveness  Summary  for  that  draft 

9  would,  in  essence,  complete  the  document  and  that 

10  those  two  documents,  the  Draft  and  Responsiveness 

11  Summary  together,  would  form  the  final  Decision 

12  Document. 

13  Well,  EPA  --  I  don't  know  how  many  of  you 

14  followed  EPA's  comments,  but  we  provided  comments 

15  on  the  Draft  and  pointed  out  a  lot  of  what  we  felt 

16  were  deficiencies  with  regard  to  following  the  NCP 

17  process,  the  National  Contingency  Process,  for 

18  CERCLA  Decision  Documents.    And  then  the 

19  Responsiveness  Summary  came  out  and  EPA  commented 

20  again  on  the  Responsiveness  Summary.    I  don't  know 

21  if  any  of  you  saw  EPA's  letter  of  February  2nd,  but 

22  in  that  letter  we  identified  a  little  more 

23  precisely  where  we  felt  the  process  was 

24  shortchanging  some  of  the  NCP  Decision  Document  -- 

25  well,  criteria,  and  also  steps  you  would  normally 
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1  take  toward  a  Decision  Document. 

2  These  were  things  like,  we  felt  the 

3  Responsiveness  Summary  was  not  as  responsive  as  it 

4  should  have  been.    We  felt  there  should  have  been  a 

5  final  revaluation  of  all  of  the  alternatives 

6  following  corrections  that  we  asked  to  have  made  to 

7  the  alternative- evaluation  process. 

8  Basically,  these  were  things  that  are  set  up 

9  in  the  National  Contingency  Plan  to  make  sure  that 

10  there's  a  good  public  record  of  how  the  decision 

11  was  made.    In  other  words,  how  all  the  criteria 

12  that  was  taken  into  consideration  when  the  remedy 

13  was  selected.    As  you  probably  know,  there  were  a 

14  number  of  remedies  selected  in  Crissy  Field  for 

15  separate  sites. 

16  EPA  was  a  little  bit  uncomfortable  with  some 

17  of  the  shortcuts  that  were  taken.    That's  basically 

18  why  we  wanted  to  address  the  RAB  tonight.  One 

19  thing,  I  think,  that  I  want  to  make  really  clear  to 

20  everybody  is,  EPA  feels  good  about  the  selected 

21  remedies.    We  feel  that  the  remedies  that  were 

22  selected  were  protective  of  human  health  and 

23  environment. 

24  We're  a  little  bit  uncomfortable  with  what  we 

25  think  were  some  shortcuts  that  were  taken  in  coming 
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1  to  those  decisions.    Since  we  feel  --  or,  at  least, 

2  it's  our  interpretation  --  that  it's  basically  the 

3  public  who  may  feel  like  they've  been  shortchanged 

4  by  deviating  from  the  standard  CERCLA  process,  we 

5  wanted  the  RAB  to  weigh  in  on  this  subject,  keeping 

6  in  mind  that  we  were  all  striving  to  get  to  a 

7  Decision  Document  as  quickly  as  possible,  because 

8  of  the  pressure  to  proceed  with  reuse  at  Crissy 

9  Field,  and  not  to  endanger  the  funding  that  was 

10  already  setup  for  reuse  at  Crissy  Field. 

11  And  basically,  EPA  wants  to  know  if  the  RAB 

12  feels  like  they've  been  somehow  shortchanged  in  the 

13  process,  or,  if  not.    And  if  the  RAB  can  support 

14  what  EPA  hopes  will  be  the  RAB's  answer,  which 

15  would  be,  that  in  this  instance,  at  least,  it's 

16  worth  getting  to  the  final  decision,  even  though 

17  NCP  wasn't  adhered  to  in  every  element.  And 

18  basically,  I'd  like  to  hear  back  from  RAB  members 

19  on  how  they  will  feel  about  the  process. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  can  spend  a 

21  little  time  with  individual  questions.    The  RAB 

2'         over  the  last  couple  of  weeks,  been  drafting  a 

23  i asponse  to  that,  and  we  can  read  that,  as  well. 

24  Does  anybody  have  any  individual  comments  that  they 

25  would  like  to  make  before  we  read  that? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I'll  just  read 

2  the  letter  into  the  record.    It's  addressed  to 

3  David  Wilkins,  and  it's  dated  February  2nd. 

4  "Subject:    Community  support  of  Crissy 

5  Field  Remedies  and  the  NCP. 

6  Dear  Mr.  Wi Ikins, 

7  The  undersigned  community 

8  members  of  the  Presidio 

9  Restoration  Advisory 

10  Board  agree  with  the 

11  remedies  selected  for  the 

12  cleanup  of  contamination  at 

13  Crissy  Field  sites.    In  our 

14  capacity  as  community 

15  representatives,  we  believe 

16  that  the  majority  of 

17  stakeholders  and  community 

18  groups  familiar  with  the 

19  Crissy  Field  site  also  support 

20  selected  remedies.  However, 

21  RAB  members  share  the  concern 

22  of  State  and  Federal  regulators 

23  that  the  recent  decision 

24  process  conducted  to 

25  determine  cleanup  remedies 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
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1 

(for  Crissy  Field)  did  not 

1 

of  the  NCP  and  still  meet 

2 

adequately  meet  important 

2 

the  restoration  construction 

3 

requirements  of  the  National 

3 

schedule.    However,  we 

4 

Oi  I  and  Hazardous  Substances 

4 

believe  there  is  now  little 

5 

Pollution  Contingency  Plan 

5 

understanding  in  the  general 

6 

(NCP)  designed  to  safeguard 

6 

public  about  what  is  actually 

7 

adequate  and  meaningful  public 

7 

the  "final"  cleanup  document 

8 

participation.    Requirements  not 

8 

to  be  signed  by  the  lead 

9 

met  include:  (1)  a  complete 

9 

regulatory  agency  and  the  Army. 

10 

responsiveness  summary,  (2) 

10 

Because  of  the  special 

11 

an  easily  understood  sequence 

11 

circumstances  that  apply 

12 

of  documents  that  allow  for 

12 

only  to  Crissy  Field, 

13 

meaningful  public  comment. 

13 

RAB  community  members 

14 

and  (3)  a  final  decision 

14 

request  additional  clarity 

15 

document  comparing  all 

15 

from  the  Army  regarding 

16 

considered  remedies  using 

16 

what  will  constitute 

17 

the  nine  NCP  criteria. 

17 

the  final  Crissy  Field 

18 

As  stated  above, 

18 

cleanup  decision  document. 

19 

RAB  community  members  agree 

19 

Community  members  are 

20 

with  the  cleanup  remedies 

20 

concerned  that  deficiencies 

21 

selected  for  the  contamination 

21 

in  meeting  the  standard  of 

22 

at  Crissy  Field  sites.  There 

22 

the  NCP  may  jeopardize 

23 

remains  insufficient  time 

23 

the  ability  of  the  stakeholders 

24 

to  make  the  changes  necessary 

24 

to  fully  participate  in  future 

25 

to  meet  the  requirements 
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1 

So  that  any  future  remedial 

1 

to  the  process  envisioned. 

2 

alternative  selection  process 

2 

Community  members  and  regulators 

3 

and  final  decision  agreements 

3 

did  have  access  to  much  of 

4 

are  clearly  understood  by 

4 

the  ensuing  negotiations  until 

5 

participating  stakeholders, 

5 

that  access  was  discontinued 

6 

as  well  as  any  new  participants 

6 

late  in  the  process.    We  hope 

7 

or  observers  in  the  future, 

7 

that  the  public  participation 

8 

we  strongly  urge  the  Army 

8 

problems  encountered  during  the 

9 

to  facilitate  meaningful  public 

9 

Crissy  Field  process  are  related 

10 

involvement  in  future 

10 

to  unique  circumstances  and 

11 

decision-making  processes 

11 

do  not  set  a  precedent  for 

12 

that  are  inclusive  of  all 

12 

future  decision  making  at 

13 

stakeholders  throughout. 

13 

the  Main  Installation  of  the 

14 

Decision  documents  need  to  be 

14 

Presidio. 

15 

produced  in  close  coordination 

15 

Sincerely, 

16 

with  the  needs  and  requirements 

16 

the  following  Community  Members 

17 

of  the  NCP  and  regulatory 

17 

of  the  Restoration  Advisory 

18 

agencies. 

18 

Board,  Presidio  of  San  Francisco:" 

19 

Whi le  RAB  members 

19 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  individual 

20 

acknowledge  that  they  did 

20 

comments  or  thoughts  about  this  letter?  None? 

21 

have  access  and  input  for 

21 

Well,  I  have  a  copy  here,  and  put  your  name  on  it 

22 

much  of  the  Crissy  Field 

22  if  you  wish,  and  I  will  pass  it  around. 

23 

process,  a  draft  decision 

23 

I  have  a  question.    My  question  is,  what  is 

24 

document  was  produced  without 

24  considered  the  final  document?    What  would  be 

25 

stakeholder  consensus,  contrary 

25  signed?    Is  there  a  concept  of  what  that  is  going 
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1  to  be? 

2  BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  there  is  a 

3  -:ept.    The  concept  has  not  been  finalized.  In 

4  c,  the  Army  is  working  right  now  with  the  Park 

5  Service,  our  main  partner  in  determining  --  in 

6  taking  that  concept  into  a  meaningful  document  and 

7  then  proposing  that  to  the  state.    We  have  been  in 

8  discussion  with  both  the  state  and  the  EPA 

9  regarding  the  configuration  of  this  document, 

10  mainly  addressing  the  concerns  presented  by  EPA. 

11  EPA  did  have  some  comments  on  the 

12  Responsiveness  Summary,  and  we  feel  right  now  that 

13  we  have  reached  a  resolution  on  addressing  those 

14  comments.    We're  working  diligently  to  address  the 

15  concerns  presented  by  EPA,  by  Michael  and  his 

16  staff.    We're  not  prepared  to  present  that 

17  process.    It's  not  because  it's  any  big  secret  or 

18  anything.    It  sort  of  models  what  we've  done 

19  before,  but  what  it  does,  it  more  fully  addresses 

20  the  concerns  of  EPA. 

21  For  example,  a  component  of  our  document 

22  that's  actually  going  to  be  signed  is  going  to  have 

23  a  more  thorough  ARARs  analysis,  because  that  was 

24  one  of  the  issues  that  Michael  brought  forward. 

25  It's  going  to  have  a  revised  response  to  the 
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1  regulator  comments,  because  that  was  one  of  the 

2  concerns,  that  the  Army  had  not  adequately  answered 

3  their  questions  on  the  Responsiveness  Summary.  So 

4  it's  going  to  contain  that  component.    We're  going 

5  to  answer  those  questions  more  smartly,  more 

6  thoroughly. 

7  It's  going  to  have  a  component  to  address 

8  their  concerns  about  sampling  in  the  wetlands 

9  area.    It's  going  to  have  a  component  to  address 

10  meeting  NCP  requirements,  which  is  probably  going 

11  to  incorporate  a  lot  from  your  letter  here,  your 

12  general  support  of  the  feedback  you're  getting  from 

13  the  public  here. 

14  In  other  words,  what  EPA  was  trying  to  do 

15  when  soliciting  your  feedback  on  meeting  the  NCP 

16  and  having  this  document,  is  going  to  answer  that 

17  concern:    That,  well,  the  Army  didn't  meet  the  NCP, 

18  but  is  that  okay  in  this  particular  case?  And 

19  generally  speaking,  that's  okay,  in  this  particular 

20  case. 

21  All  of  that  put  together,  along  with  the 

22  State's  CEQA  Negative  Declaration  and  statement  of 

23  reasons,  will  formulate  the  document  to  actually  go 

24  forward  for  signature  that  will  be  the  Crissy  Field 

25  RAP,  that's  the  plan,  conceptually. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


19 


20 


1  Like  I  said,  the  Army  is  working  together 

2  with  the  Park  Service  to  figure  out  exactly  what 

3  that's  going  to  look  like  in  it's  final  form. 

4  We're  going  to  meet  tomorrow  to  have  a 

5  another  discussion  about  that.    Our  intention  is  to 

6  get  a  document  prepared  for  signature  by  both  the 

7  State  and  Army's  secretary's  office  sometime  in  the 

8  last  week  of  this  month. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    There  will  be 

10  a  section  in  there  that  will  be  sort  of  a  road  map, 

11  that  will  describe  how  we  got  to  where  we  are  so 

12  it's  a  little  bit  clearer  to  everybody  what 

13  documents  really  constitute  this  process. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    A  road  map  of 

15  documents  that  people  already  have,  basically? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Yes,  they 

17  have  all  been  published.    But  there's  been  a  lot  of 

18  documents  out  there,  and  a  lot  of  things  flying 

19  back  and  forth.    So  we  felt  it  would  help  to  add  a 

20  section  in  there  that  will  lay  out  how  we  got  to 

21  where  we  are  and  show  that.  Although,  it  was 
27       iwhat  fractured,  if  you  put  all  the  pieces 

23  whether  like  a  puzzle,  it  does  fit. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  there 

25  questions  or  comments  about  this? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:  Frequently, 

2  I've  heard  over  the  last  number  of  months  about 

3  fast  tracking  Crissy  Field  because  there's  a 

4  schedule  that  has  to  be  adhered  to,  or  schedule 

5  that  it  is  desired  to  be  adhered  to.    And  it  has 

6  never  been  explained  to  me  what  is  driving  that 

7  schedule,  or  why  this  fast  tracking  is  occurring. 

8  Could  I  ask  for  some  clarification? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  Army  has 

10  been  informed  by  the  Park  Service,  the  Presidio 

11  Trust,  and  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park 

12  Association,  specifically,  which  is  the  lead 

13  proponent  for  the  redevelopment  of  Crissy  Field, 

14  that  they  wanted  to  begin  construction  or  the 

15  redevelopment  of  Crissy  Field  this  summer.  That 

16  was  the  driving  force  in  the  Army  developing  the 

17  fast-track  schedule  that  we  embarked  upon  last  fall 

18  when  we  began  the  process  for  developing,  or 

19  actually,  last  summer,  when  we  began  the  process 

20  for  developing  the  Crissy  Field  draft  RAP  that  we 

21  ultimately  published  in  October;  that  went  out  for 

22  public  review,  that  we  received  comments  on  that, 

23  and  then  we  developed  a  Responsiveness  Summary  that 

24  went  out  for  public  review  that  brought  us  to  this 

25  point  now  where  we're  actually  responding  to 
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1  comments  on  the  Responsiveness  Summary.    So  that 

2  was  the  impetus  for  us  to  create  this  entire 

3  fast-track  schedule.    Although,  we  are  in  a 

4  position  now  where  we  have  to  address  the  comments 

5  on  the  Responsiveness  Summary  that  are  causing  us, 

6  maybe,  about  a  three-week  delay  in  the  process, 

7  it's  still  not  going  to  affect  our  overall  goal  of 

8  having  the  Decision  Document  done  in  time  so  that 

9  we  can  achieve  cleanup  by  the  summer,  so  that  the 

10  Park  Service  and  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park 

11  Association  can  begin  their  redevelopment  at  Crissy 

12  Field  this  summer.    So  that  hasn't  changed  at  all. 

13  BOARDHEMBER  O'HARA:    Just  following 

14  up  on  what  Joan  has  brought  up.    The  other  areas  of 

15  the  Presidio  that  may  become  the  targets  of 

16  fast-track  rehabilitation  or  development,  could 

17  cause  another  push  to  get  some  of  the  remedial  work 

18  done,  or  at  least  a  plan  in  place. 

19  I  think  the  closing  sentence  of  the  letter 

20  that  the  RAB  members  have  submitted  to  David 

21  expresses  some  concern  that  a  precedent  might  be 

22  set  here.    And  I  think  what  you  have  are, 

23  basically,  the  stakeholders,  themselves,  are 

24  driving  this  fast-track  action,  and  to  --  I  suppose 

25  I'm  addressing  my  question  to  Michael. 
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1  than  that.    I  know  that  what  I  would  like  to  see 

2  happen  here  at  this  base  is  what  I  see  and  what  I 

3  hear  happening  at  other  closing  bases,  where 

4  consensus  is  reached  before  documents  are  released 

5  for  public  review.    We  didn't  see  that  in  the  case 

6  of  the  Main  Installation  FS,  either. 

7  I  know  there  have  been  occasions  where  some 

8  of  the  stakeholders  have  been  dismayed  at  the 

9  magnitude  and  quantity  of  EPA's  comments.    I  think 

10  EPA's  comments  would  be  a  lot  less  burdensome  if 

11  the  traditional  BCT  process  was  adhered  to  here  at 

12  the  Presidio. 

13  I  think  I've  danced  around  your  question 

14  without  giving  you  a  definite  answer,  and  I  have  to 

15  be  honest  with  you,  that  there  really  is  no 

16  definite  answer.    If  I  were  to  draw  the  line  in  the 

17  sand  right  now,  everyone  would  say,  "Okay,  then 

18  everything  on  the  other  side  of  the  line  we  don't 

19  have  to  do."    I  don't  think  that  would  be  serving 

20  the  public  well. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    My  concern  is 

22  that  there  are  tremendous  pressures  on  the 

23  stakeholders  to  get  this  installation  into  a 

24  self-supporting  status  as  quickly  as  possible.  And 

25  to  the  extent  that  a  deal  walks  in  the  door 
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1  To  what  extent  will  you  accept  exceptions, 

2  and  where" s  the  line  in  the  sand?    I  mean,  I  see 

3  there  has  been  one  exception  made,  and  you're  not 

4  terribly  comfortable  with  it.    The  RAB  is  not 

5  terribly  comfortable  with  it.    But  it  was  a 

6  situation  that  required  expediency.    If  a  situation 

7  for  another  area  comes  up,  to  what  extent  would  you 

8  consider  making  a  second  exception? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  would  not  want 

10  to  see  a  repeat  of  what  has  happened  in  the  case  of 

11  the  Decision  Document  for  Crissy  Field.    I  think  it 

12  was  an  experiment  that  we  tried  with  all  the  best 

13  intentions  by  omitting  a  revised  document,  by  even 

14  omitting  an  opportunity  for  the  BCT  to  review  the 

15  Decision  Document  in  its  entirety  before  it  went 

16  public.    That's  an  abnormal  jump,  too.    And  at  all 

17  the  other  closing  bases  that  I've  heard  of,  the  BCT 

18  comes  to  consensus  on  the  issues  before  the 

19  document  goes  public. 

20  It's  really  hard  to  answer  your  question 

21  specifically,  because  in  a  way  you're  asking  me 

22  where  is  the  line  in  the  sand  right  now,  tell  me 

23  now.    And  I  think  that  line  moves  on  occasion, 

24  depending  on  how  hard  and  what  is  pushing  you. 

25  I  don't  know,  I  wish  I  could  be  more  specific 
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1  tomorrow  morning,  is  the  public  being  served  in 

2  these  situations  by  circumventing  the  complete 

3  process? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     I  think  that 

5  you're  going  on  thin  ice. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  know  that. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    The  shortcuts  that 

8  EPA  observed  in  this  last  Decision  Document  made  us 

9  uncomfortable.    We  wanted  to  talk  to  the  RAB  and 

10  get  a  view  from  the  public  exactly  how  the  RAB  felt 

11  about  those  jumps  that  were  made.    And  I  don't 

12  know,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  RAB  is  supportive,  at 

13  least,  in  this  instance,  going  to  proceed  towards  a 

14  final  decision  on  the  selected  remedies.    And  I 

15  hear  your  concern.    EPA  has  the  same  concern.  I 

16  don't  know  how  the  selection  of  remedies  is  going 

17  to  play  out  in  every  future  case,  but  I  know  that 

18  EPA  is  going  to  be  more  watchful  in  the  future,  and 

19  especially  hearing  concerns  from  members  of  the 

20  RAB,  like  you,  is  going  to  be  looking  hard  at  these 

21  documents  to  make  sure  that  they  don't,  in  the 

22  future,  skip  over  portions  of  the  NCP 

23  requirements. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  would  like  to 

25  add  that  the  one  thing  that  we  can,  I  think  all  of 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

Page  6 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 

25 

1  us,  all  the  stakeholders,  can  commit  to,  is  that 

2  there  were  a  lot  of  lessons  learned  in  the  process 

3  t  led  us  to  where  we  are  right  now  with  the 

4  ssy  Field  Remedial  Action  Plan.    I  think  all  of 

5  those  lessons  learned  are  going  to  allow  us  to 

6  approach  the  Decision  Document  for  the  Main 

7  Installation  more  smartly.    From  the  development  of 

8  remedies  in  that  whole  negotiation  process  of  how 

9  we  achieved  remedies,  to  making  sure  those  remedies 

10  have  appropriate  ARARs  analysis,  that  they  have 

11  appropriate  evaluation  against  the  nine  NCP 

12  criteria,  that  the  public  is  involved  in  the 

13  decision  process  from  start  to  finish,  all  those 

14  types  of  things. 

15  And  we  have  an  opportunity  to  do  that, 

16  because  we're  essentially  --  we're  not  completely 

17  starting  from  scratch  with  the  Main  Installation 

18  Feasibility  Study.    But  we're  certainly  starting 

19  from  a  different  perspective,  in  that,  from  the 

20  approach  that  we're  going  to  take,  we're  going  to 

21  allow  the  reuse  authority,  which,  in  this  case,  is 

22  the  Presidio  Trust  and  the  National  Park  Service, 

23  to  make  some  recommendations  on  what  they  believe 

24  would  be  acceptable  remedies.    Because  they're  the 

25  ones  that  are  going  to  use  the  property  anyway. 
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1  or  take  shortcuts  around  those  steps  that  we  did 

2  with  Crissy  Field  because  of  the  time  crunch  and 

3  some  pressures.    And  I  think  that's  the  line  that 

4  we  can  say  we're  going  to  try  to  meet  during  this 

5  next  process  for  the  Main  Installation. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  was  wondering 

7  if  the  RAB,  as  it  now  stands,  is  flexible  enough  to 

8  make  any  adjustment  for,  possibly,  more  significant 

9  findings  of  contaminates  because  of  the  raining 

10  season?    I  guess  the  heaviest  precipitation  that 

11  was  taken  into  account  for  Landfill  7  was  during 

12  the  1996/1997  winter,  and  rainfall  was  only  20 

13  inches,  and  it  is  now  33.    And  the  wells  are  to 

14  come  out  after  the  January,  1998  quarter. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Let  me  try 

16  to  answer  that.    I  think  I  understand  your  question 

17  enough  to  get  it  answered.    If  I'm  not  responsive, 

18  let  me  know. 

19  In  the  remedies  as  they  are  presented  now, 

20  there  are  two  ways  the  flexibility  exists,  in 

21  general.    One  is  that  the  cleanups  are  two 
27       n'cular  preset  levels,  determined  in  the 

23  m's ion  Document,  such  that,  the  contamination  is 

24  a  different  configuration,  more  soil,  slightly 

25  different  shape,  and  because  it's  cleaning  up  to  a 
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1  They're  the  agency  that  has  got  to  make  this 

2  facility  financially  sufficient  in  15  years,  and 

3  that  would  be  a  good  starting  point  for  the  basis 

4  of  negotiations. 

5  In  doing  that,  we  want  to  make  sure  that 

6  you're  involved,  or  representatives  from  the  RAB 

7  are  involved,  that  the  regulators  understand  where 

8  the  proposals  are  coming  from,  and  that  they  are  on 

9  board  with  those  proposals,  and  that  negotiation 

10  and  ultimate  agreement  on  these  selected  remedies, 

11  or  proposed  remedies,  that  all  of  the  NCP  criteria 

12  is  met  way  up  front  and  everybody  gets  a  buy-in, 

13  like  Michael  was  talking  about. 

14  We  kind  of  took  some  shortcuts  on  them  during 

15  the  Crissy  Field  process.    And  I  think  all  of  us 

16  want  to  avoid  a  lot  of  headaches  that  we  had  in 

17  coming  to  finalization  of  the  Crissy  Field  RAP,  we 

18  all  have  that  intention.    Because  we  had  an 

19  opportunity  to  learn  the  lesson  the  hard  way,  I 

20  don't  foresee  us  making  those  same  mistakes  this 

21  time.    He  knows  what  he's  looking  for,  we  know  what 

22  he's  looking  for,  so  does  the  Park  Service,  so  does 

23  the  Presidio  Trust  and  its  consultant.    So  we're 

24  all  going  to  make  sure,  as  we  go  through  this 

25  negotiation  process,  that  we  don't  miss  those  steps 
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1  predetermined  level,  that  flexibility  is  inherently 

2  in  there  for  soil  contamination  and  its  geometry  of 

3  the  contamination. 

4  Also,  there's  a  second  element,  which  was  not 

5  clear  up  to  this  point,  and  Michael's  comments 

6  brought  it  out.    It's  that  there  is  a  provision, 

7  such  that,  during  future  excavation,  such  as  for 

8  the  wetlands  or  during  other  construction 

9  activities  related  to  the  restoration,  if  an  area 

10  of  contamination  is  found,  such  as  a  buried 

11  waste-oil  tank,  in  this  decision  cleanup  numbers 

12  would  be  determined.    So  they  would  be  cleaned  up 

13  to  the  same  levels  as  the  cleanups  that  are  being 

14  done  now,  so  the  overall  process  and  the 

15  construction  doesn't  have  to  come  to  a  stop  while 

16  the  overall  process  of  picking  a  new  remedy  for 

17  that  new  find  is  being  determined.    And  it's  a 

18  similar  sort  of  remedy  to  what's  being  picked  for 

19  the  known  contamination  now. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  understood 

21  that  there  were  preset  cleanup  levels,  but  there 

22  were  also  preset  excavation  levels.    I  wonder  if 

23  one  might  foresee  any  need  for  adjustment? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    In  the  field 

25  there  may  be  adjustment,  just  like  the  DEH  site 
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1  turned  out  to  be  a  somewhat  different  configuration 

2  than  what  was  anticipated,  and  that  is,  that  it's 

3  built  into  the  current  proposal. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  would  like  to 

5  follow  up  on  Molly's  question  with  just  a  generic 

6  one  of  my  own.    In  your  continual  measurement  of 

7  monitoring  of  these  sites,  has  any  recent 

8  monitoring  developed  data  that  would  show  that  the 

9  contamination  of  the  sites  has  increased  as  a 

10  result  of  the  inordinate  amounts  of  rain  we  have 

11  experience?    I'm  thinking  more  specifically  of  some 

12  of  the  dump  sites. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  that's  a 

14  good  question.    One  site  that  comes  to  mind  is  the 

15  DEH  area.    Obviously,  we're  out  there  digging  up 

16  and  cleaning  up  the  DEH  areas,  then  we  get  the 

17  deluge  of  rain.    I  don't  know  the  answer  to  that 

18  question. 

19  Is  there  anybody  from  IT  that  could  speak  to 

20  that?    Have  the  site  conditions  at  DEH  been 

21  affected  by  the  rain,  such  that,  we  have  more 

22  contaminates  to  worry  about  than  we  knew  about 

23  previously?   Another  issue  may  be  some  of  the 

24  landfill  sites  where  there  was  concern  brought 

25  forward  about  seepage  out  of  areas.    Has  that  been 
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1  affected  more  because  of  the  rain?    I  don't  know  if 

2  we  have  answers  to  those  questions. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Maybe  it 

4  would  help  to  go  through  some  of  the  sampling 

5  sequences.    When  sampling  occurs  in  the  groundwater 

6  wells;  some  of  the  fill  sites;  when  that  will  occur 

7  in  relationship  to  the  current  rain;  and  what  type 

8  of  seep  sampling  you're  doing  now.    This  might  help 

9  people  know  when  to  expect  data  directly  related  to 

10  that  question. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  for  all 

12  of  our  ground  monitoring  wells  we're  still  on  the 

13  quarterly  monitoring  period  for  those  wells.  Every 

14  year  we  always  see  fluctuations,  depending  on  water 

15  levels,  and  everything  else.    So  this  rain  that 

16  we're  seeing  now,  although  a  lot,  happens  every 

17  year,  so  the  levels  in  the  wells,  the  actual  water 

18  levels  in  the  wells,  goes  up  and  down.    And  you  do 

19  often  see  a  fluctuation,  especially,  sometimes  with 

20  metals  and  things  like  that.    But  they  are  all 

21  within  the  natural  variations  that  you'd  expect  for 

22  that. 

23  And  we're  also  doing  seep  sampling  at 

24  Landfill  2,  Landfill  E,  and  El  Polin  Springs  are 

25  being  sampled,  too.    And  right  now  at  Landfill  E 
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1  the  seeps  are  running.    We've  taken  three  samples 

2  at  Landfill  E  in  the  three  areas  where  it's  kind  of 

3  seeping  out.    Landfill  2,  same  thing,  and,  also  at 

4  the  Springs.    So  we're  monitoring  that,  as  well. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  the  data 

6  from  the  January  through  March  quarter  would  be 

7  available,  what,  sometime  this  summer? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Yes. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     So  the 

10  quarterly  reports,  which  are  available  to  the  RAB 

11  members  that  are  at  the  BRAC  office,  for  the 

12  January  to  March  sampling,  after  this  first  flush 

13  of  rain,  this  big  rain  event,  will  be  available 

14  this  summer. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Just  one  final 

16  follow-up  question.    If,  in  the  sampling  process, 

17  or  the  analyzing  of  the  samples,  there  are  red 

18  flags,  if  found,  are  immediately  called  to  your 
1?  attention? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :    Oh,  yes.  As 

21  Brian  noted,  all  these  reports  go  out  to  the 

22  public,  to  the  National  Park  Service,  to  all  the 

23  stakeholders,  EPA,  everybody  gets  them.    We  also 

24  have  quarterly  meetings,  as  well,  for  all  the 

25  sites.    We  usually  bundle  several  of  the  sites 
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1  together  and  actually  look  at  the  data  to  look  for 

2  any  red  flags  that  occur. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  at  those 

4  meetings  the  Water  Board  and  DTSC  technical  staff 

5  participate  in  those  meetings,  and  discussions 

6  center  around  the  results  of  the  analysis  from  the 

7  groundwater  sampling. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I  was  going  to 

9  go  back  to  the  fast  tracking  of  the  Crissy  Field 

10  RAP.    We  kind  of  went  off  on  a  side  path  here. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Molly,  did  you 

12  have  a  question? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  just  wanted  to 

14  quickly  ask,  if  there  were  some  significant  spikes 

15  because  of  metal  concentrations,  or  whatever,  would 

16  you  consider  leaving  any  of  the  wells  there? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Oh,  you  mean 

18  at  Crissy  Field? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:  Yes. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Yes,  we  will 

21  attempt  to  leave  whatever  wells  we  can. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     I  thought  they 

23  were  all  supposed  to  be  removed. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  wells 

25  within  the  area  of  the  actual  wetlands  will  be 
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1  removed,  the  others  would  be  hard  to  keep.  But 

2  there's  a  number  of  wells  within  the  general  Crissy 
?       Id  area  which  will  be  kept,  or  which  will  be 

4  .ndoned  and  replaced,  depending  on  the  nature  of 

5  what  sort  of  earth  work  that  will  be  done  in  that 

6  area. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Joan? 

8  BOARDHEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Yes.  Getting 

9  back  to  fast  tracking,  my  original  question.  I'm 

10  not  completely  satisfied  with  David's  answer.  You 

11  know,  I'm  uncomfortable  because  our  regulators  are 

12  uncomfortable,  and  I,  personally,  have  a  very  high 

13  regard  for  our  regulators.    And  the  fast  tracking 

14  of  a  process  --  what  I'm  hearing  is  that  the 

15  National  Park  Service  wanted  this  to  be  done  fast, 

16  and  procedures  to  be  sidetracked  in  order  to  be 

17  able  to  accomplish  whatever  it  is  they  wanted  to 

18  accomplish,  and  that  this  date  was  set  by  them. 

19  Now  I'm  hearing  all  this  talk  about 

20  "self-sufficiency,"  which,  of  course,  has  nothing 

21  to  do  with  Crissy  Field,  because  the  Trust  is  not 

22  the  steward  of  Crissy  Field.    So  what  is  realty 

23  driving  this  date?    On  other  bases  does  the  plans 

24  of  the  person,  or  the  entity  that's  taking  over, 

25  drive  the  process  to  fast  track  the  process?  I 
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1  mean,  I'm  not  satisfied  with  the  answer,  "Well, 

2  somebody  has  a  construction  schedule."    So  what.  I 

3  mean,  what  is  the  absolute  necessity  of  that?  I 

4  mean,  this  is  not  explained. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I 

6  apologize  for  not  being  able  to  answer  your 

7  question  more  adequately. 

8  As  I  mentioned  before,  the  Army,  in  working 

9  with  the  Park  Service,  they  informed  us  that  they 

10  wanted  the  site  prepared  or  cleaned  up  and 

11  available  for  reuse  by  early  summer,  1998.  And 

12  that  is  the  objective  that  the  Army  was  trying  to 

13  reach  when  going  through  this  decision  process,  to 

14  complete  that  decision  process,  in  enough  time  to 

15  allow  us  to  have  a  cleanup  construction  site,  to 

16  get  the  cleanup  done  by  June  of  1998. 

17  With  the  level  of  effort  required  to  address 

18  some  of  the  concerns  and  comments  made  on  the 

19  Responsiveness  Summary,  that's  been  delayed  a 

20  little  bit  by  three  to  four  weeks  --  I  think  that's 

21  what  the  new  schedule  shows  --  such,  that  we're 

22  going  to  finish  the  cleanup  by  July  instead  of  by 

23  the  beginning  of  June. 

24  One  of  the  other  driving  forces  behind  this 

25  was  that  the  Army  was  told  that  by  not  having  the 
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1  cleanup  done  by  the  summer,  that  the  Park  Service 

2  and  GGNRA  would  lose  the  funding  they  have  for  the 

3  reuse.    So  all  of  these  things  factored  into  the 

4  decision  to  move  this  process  along  as  quickly  as 

5  possible. 

6  I  also  want  to  say,  there  wasn't  any 

7  intention  to  circumvent  the  NCP  or  not  to  follow 

8  the  regulations,  or  anything  like  that.    It  wasn't 

9  like  we  just  said,  "Oh,  let's  just  blow  off 

10  following  CERCLA."    It  wasn't  an  intentional  thing 

11  like  that.    I  think  that  as  the  process  went  along 

12  there  were  some  shortcuts  that  we  took. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I'd  just  like  to 

14  echo  that  sentiment.    It  certainly  wasn't  the  Park 

15  Service's  intent  in  any  way  to  not  fully  have  this 

16  project  comply  with  the  required  regulations  of  the 

17  federal  or  state  EPA.    And  I  think  that  after  we 

18  finish  the  process  that  we're  currently  engaged  in 

19  that,  in  fact,  that  compliance  will  be  fully 

20  achieved. 

21  I  think  we  did  embark  on  a  somewhat  unusual 

2;       :ess  in  getting  to  this  point,  but  I  think  we've 

23  ^ earned  some  good  lessons  from  it,  as  well.    And  I 

24  think  sometimes  having  a  schedule  to  drive  you  a 

25  little  faster  actually  helps  push  the  decision 
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1  making  along. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  I  think  the 

3  most  important  thing  that  you  and  everybody  else 

4  here  should  realize,  is  that  while  we  may  have 

5  taken  some  shortcuts  to  achieve  a  suitable  decision 

6  document,  we're  ultimately  going  to  comply  with  the 

7  concerns  of  the  EPA  and  the  state. 

8  The  bottom  line  is,  in  all  this  process  we 

9  came  up  with  remedies  that  were  not  only  acceptable 

10  to  the  stakeholders,  but  they  were  also  protective 

11  of  human  health  and  the  environment.    And  that's 

12  the  thing  you  should  focus  on. 

13  Yes,  shortcuts  were  made.    But  the  remedies 

14  were  the  right  remedies  to  make  for  this  facility 

15  and  for  the  community  that  has  interest  in  the 

16  cleanup  of  this  facility.    And  those  remedies  are 

17  going  to  make  sure  that  when  they  are  implemented 

18  and  executed,  that  you,  and  everybody  else  here, 

19  and  everybody  else  in  the  Bay  Area  that  wants  to 

20  come  to  this  facility,  can  be  assured  that  the 

21  cleanup  was  complete  and  that  it  was  protective  of 

22  human  health  and  the  environment. 

23  In  achieving  that  goal  we  may  have  taken  a 

24  few  shortcuts  here  and  there  to  achieve  that  by  not 

25  evaluating  every  single  remedy  according  to  the 
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1  NCP,  not  having  completed  ARAR  analysis.    We're  in 

2  the  process  of  fixing  that  up  right  now  so  that  the 

3  documentation  process  achieves  the  same  level  of 

4  success  that  we're  going  to  achieve  with  the  actual 

5  remedies  that  we  selected.    And  that's  what  you 

6  should  focus  on. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Also,  John,  I 

8  think  your  last  question  was,  is  this  common  that 

9  reuse  authority  can  drive  cleanup?    It  is.    I  work 

10  at  several  other  closing  bases  in  this  state  and 

11  other  states,  as  well.    And  it  is  common  that 

12  sometimes  reuse  people  come  in  and  say,  "I  want 

13  that  building  over  there,"  and  everybody  has  to  run 

14  over  there  and  clean  it  up.    And  then  the  next  week 

15  they  say,  "I  want  that  other  building  over  there, 

16  by  the  way."    So  it's  challenging  at  times.  You 

17  can  plan  out  a  nice  schedule,  but  when  somebody 

18  comes  in  and  they  don't  care  about  the  schedule, 

19  and  they  have  their  own  schedule,  then  it  gets  to 

20  be  a  challenge. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Just  for  the 

22  record,  with  25  years'  experience  of  being  an 

23  immediate  neighbor  to  the  NPS,  I  just  find  it 

24  ironic  that  the  NPS  would  want  to  shortchange  any 

25  procedures  when  they're  famous  for  hiding  behind 
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1  procedures.    It  wouldn't  work  the  other  way. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Any 

3  other  comments  on  Item  5.C?    Let's  move  ahead  then 

4  to  Monthly  Reports,  with  what's  going  on  with  the 

5  DEH. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    IT  Corporation 

7  was  nice  enough  to  present  and  prepare  a  little 

8  summary  that  I  think  everybody  should  have  in  front 

9  of  them.    It's  entitled.  Directorate  of  Engineering 

10  and  Housing  Area  Remediation  Status.    It  goes 

11  through  each  of  the  four  sites,  identifies  the 

12  number  of  cubic  yards  that  were  removed,  and 

13  estimates  the  number  of  cubic  yards  that  still  need 

14  to  be  removed  for  each  of  the  sites,  as  well  as  a 

15  brief  description  of  the  schedule  at  the  very 

16  bottom.    Rather  than  going  through  all  of  the 

17  numbers,  I'll  allow  to  you  read  that,  and  if  you 

18  have  any  questions,  don't  hesitate  to  ask. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Does  anyone  have 

20  any  questions  right  at  this  moment?    I  take  it  that 

21  your  schedule  --  I  think  I  remember  that 

22  excavations  were  going  to  be  done  by  the  end  of 

23  January.    So  now  with  the  rains,  it's  delayed? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    That  was  the 

25  original  intent.    We  ran  into  a  great  number  of 
 RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


39 


40 


1  additional  contamination  that  we  anticipated.  I 

2  think  if  you  look  at  the  numbers  here  many  of  them 

3  increased  on  the  order  of  400  tons.    Some,  just  a 

4  small  amount.    And  then  there's  still  additional 

5  tons  to  be  removed.    I  guess  the  rains  did, 

6  somewhat,  slow  us  down,  without  a  doubt. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    When  it  rains  as 

8  much  as  it  has,  and  you're  in  the  process  of  taking 

9  this  fill  out,  does  the  rain,  itself,  cause  the 

10  contaminates  to  percolate  further,  requiring  that 

11  you  take  off  additional  amounts  of  fill? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Potentially, 

13  that  could  occur.    We,  of  course,  have  to  do  final 

14  excavation  sampling,  and  if  any  final  samples  we  do 

15  collect  indicate  that  cleanup  levels  have  not  been 

16  reached  we  would  have  to  go  back  in  and  excavate 

17  additional  soil.    And  then  also  recollect  samples 

18  following  that  excavation  activity. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Do  you 

20  anticipate  that,  based  on  prior  experience,  given 

21  the  nature  of  the  soil,  given  the  amount  of  rain? 

22  What  is  your  experience? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Well,  I'm 

24  probably  not  the  best  one  to  answer  a  question  on 

25  contaminate  transport. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    How  about 

2  somebody  from  IT?    How  about  Dave  Kelly?    He's  our 

3  resident  DEH  expert.    Dave,  would  you  mind  just 

4  giving  a  quick  recap,  in  your  professional  opinion, 

5  as  to  how  the  rains  have  affected  IT'S  ability  to 

6  finish  the  cleanup  at  the  DEH  site? 

7  MR.  KELLY:    We  actually  got  a  lot  of 

8  the  excavation  work  done  before  the  rain  started. 

9  We  got  held  up  towards  the  end.    We  actually, 

10  through  the  process,  removed  a  majority  of  the 

11  contamination.    What  had  remained,  essentially,  in 

12  most  of  the  excavation,  was  very  low  levels  of 

13  contamination  just  above  cleanup  levels,  that  we 

14  were  chasing,  essentially.    So  as  far  as  anything 

15  spreading  that  was  actually  there,  I  would  say  a 

16  majority  of  the  contaminates  had  been  there  for  a 

17  long  time  and  hadn't  transported  very  far.    So  I 

18  don't  imagine  that  even  with  this  large  amount  of 

19  rain  that  they  would  have  gone,  essentially, 

20  further. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Thank  you. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  just  thought  I 

23  would  jump  in.    There's  a  document  circulating 

24  around  the  table  for  signature.    For  those  of  you 

25  that  have  just  come  in,  you  might  want  to  take  a 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

Page  10 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


41 


1  look  at  that  document. 

2  By  of  the  way,  how  many  people  that  have  come 
?        since  we  talked  about  that  issue,  don't  even 

4  w  what  I'm  talking  about?     We  had  a  discussion 

5  I  wonder  if  there  are  any  extra  copies  for 

6  community  members  that  we  might  pass  to  the  people 

7  that  just  came? 

8  All  right.    We're  moving  on  to  Mark's 

9  question. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Actually,  I 

11  was  in  Montana,  but  I  saw  pictures  of  the 

12  Embarcadero  with  the  waves  coming  over  and  flooding 

13  the  DEH.    Any  chance  of  that  happening  at  DEH? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Yes,  it  actually 

15  did  occur.    We  took  a  look  at  it  today,  and  a  great 

16  amount  of  the  paved  pathway  was  destroyed,  pieces 

17  of  it  are  within  the  DEH  area,  pieces  of  it  are  all 

18  over.    We  did  have  a  bit  of  waves  overtake  the 

19  pathway  and  get  into  the  DEH  area  during  the  high 

20  tides. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Did  it  take 

22  out  the  flagging  for  the  sampling? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I'm  sure  some  of 

24  them  were  affected. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     It  did  knock 
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1  down  some  of  the  fencing  in  the  portion  of  the 

2  fencing  along  the  shoreline.    It  pretty  much 

3  demolished  the  asphalt  promenade  from  the  water 

4  treatment  plant  up  to  where  the  parking  lot  area 

5  starts,  so  it  was  significantly  affected  there. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Thank  you. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 

8  the  DEH?    Okay.    Building  231/207  CAP. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  can  give  a 

10  brief  update.    We  talked  about  that  today  during 

11  our  RPM  meeting.    We  had  a  meeting  scheduled  for 

12  February  24th,  that  was  to  talk  about  some  criteria 

13  and  kind  of  an  overview  of  some  potential  remedial 

14  actions  we  were  going  to  be  taking  at  the  site.  We 

15  agreed  to  postpone  that  meeting  to  the  10th  of 

16  March,  because  a  lot  of  the  energy  and  focus  that 

17  we're  all  putting  on  the  Crissy  Field 

18  Responsiveness  Summary.    And  so  in  the  next  week  to 

19  two  weeks  we're  going  to  be  getting  comments  on  the 

20  criteria  as  well  as  some  more  comments.    And  the 

21  Army  will  take  those  and  collate  them  and  we'll 

22  have  this  next  meeting  on  the  10th  of  March. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    There  was  some  RAB 

24  participation  on  this,  so  there's  a  process  going 

25  on  for  Building  207  and  231,  and  there  are  public 
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1  members  of  the  RAB  participating  in  that.    We  met  a 

2  couple  of  times  since  then,  so  that  process  is 

3  still  open,  and  we  hope  to  bring  the  results  of 

4  that,  continually,  for  people. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  also  have  a 

6  few  packets  that  Montgomery/Watson  furnished  on  the 

7  selection  process.    I  have  them  with  me,  if  anyone 

8  is  interested. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 

10  231/207?    Okay.    The  Nike  Facility. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Again,  IT  has 

12  prepared  a  summary  that  each  of  you  should  have  on 

13  our  intended  remediation  activity  on  the  Nike 

14  Facility.    We  recently  went  out  in  January  and 

15  February  and  measured  the  depth  over  the  water  in 

16  the  magazines.    It  is  between  eight  and  15  feet 

17  from  the  surface  of  the  magazine  to  the  water  level 

18  in  the  magazine. 

19  We  have  also  observed  hydraulic  oil.  Our 

20  intention  is  to  go  in  and  remove  all  of  the  liquid 

21  in  the  magazines,  the  floating  oil  as  well  as  the 
Z,       >r.    We're  going  to  pressure  wash  the  entire 

23  ,„ugazine  and  then  remove  all  of  the  equipment 

24  containing  hydraulic  oil. 

25  The  tentative  schedule  is  here  at  the  bottom 
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1  of  the  sheet.    What  we'd  like  to  do  is  have  a 

2  description,  a  workplan,  here  at  the  RAB,  at  the 

3  next  meeting,  a  workplan  before  the  review  in  April 

4  of  1998,  and  initiate  remedial  activities  in  June. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Could  you 

6  clarify  something  for  me?    You  said  that  the  water 

7  was  measured  at  eight  to  15  feet.    Was  that  eight 

8  feet  on  January  28th,  and  15  feet  on  February  9th? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  don't  know 

10  that  that's  accurate. 

11  MR.  JOHNS:    There  were  three 

12  different  magazines.    And  it  was  consistent  between 

13  the  two  dates.    It  hasn't  changed  between  the  two 

14  dates.    In  one  magazine  it  was  six  feet,  in  the 

15  other  six,  and  three  feet  in  the  other. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Thank  you. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Did  you  observe 

18  the  oil  in  all  three  of  the  magazines? 

19  MR.  JOHNS:    Yes,  they  did. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    And  if  it 

21  didn't  change  during  those  recent  rainstorms,  it 

22  would  seem  you  can't  say  it  all  leaks  from  rain,  it 

23  must  be  groundwater  communicating  with  it,  I  would 

24  think. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  would  say  some 
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1  timing  Lag,  being  able  to  raise  the  water  table  and 

A 
1 

come  out  when  you  empty  it? 

2  enter  into  the  magazine.    I'm  sure  some  water  came 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     Oh,  yes. 

3  ir  through  the  small  holes  in  the  surface.  I 

0 

nAinnurunpn    fucpucn  ■       a  -    a««»*    1  a*J 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    so  any  lead 

4  wouldn't  imagine  a  great  deal.    Although,  most  of 

4 

that's  left  there  would  be  loosened  and  break  off. 

5  our  rain  that  we've  had  in  last  three  or  four  weeks 

c 
D 

at  least  in  the  mean  time?   And  are  you  going  to 

6    --I'm  not  a  Ph.D.  Hydrologist,  so  I'm  not  going 

O 

suck  it  all  out  with  a  pump  or  something? 

7  to  try  and  estimate  how  it  happens.    I  can  tell  you 

( 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Yes. 

o  Lnei  e  i  &  a  ci  roe  lag  wnen  it  ni  ts  trie  grouna  ana 

Q 
O 

□  PrA  DHMCMDCO    1  IT  1  ft  UC  ■       Ua    a  An    1  a+-    v/ai  i 

bUAKUntnbcK  wi  LtviNo .    we  can  Let  you 

9  penetrates  to  the  water  table. 

y 

know  when  this  cleanup  process  is  going  to  take 

iu                      boardmember  cheever:    Also,  I'm  very 

1  p< 

place. 

11  glad  that  you  are  taking  the  water  out  now.  Are 

1 1 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     Actually,  I 

12  they  going  to  refill  with  water  over  time? 

it 

intend  to  have  a  little  presentation  about  how 

1^                                                 DHADriUCUDCD     U  A  Lift  CI   ■        U  a  r>  a    4.  L.  _  _     I  rt,—  !., 

\5                       BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    More  than  Likely 

1  "Z 

we're  going  to  go  about  doing  this. 

1^  tney  win. 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Great,  tnanK 

ID                           BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     The  intent  is 

4C 

you. 

16  to  take  out  any  fluid  in  there,  and  also,  we're 

1 

DHADriUCUDCD     1  AUDCU  •        Ca     i  4-  Laa 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:     SO  It  has 

17  pressure  washing  it  all  inside  with  groundwater. 

17 

floating  product  in  there  now,  and  that's  coming 

lo                          BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     The  concern  IS, 

out  in  June? 

19  is  that  the  water  contained  there  now  has  petroleum 

DriAOriucuDCf)   u  Akinn  ■      v  a  a 
BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Yes. 

20  products  in  there. 

AA 

<:U 

BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    Where  does  It 

£l                               BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Wriat  aDOUt 

1 1 

go? 

22  anything  from  the  lead-base  paint  inside?  Would 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I'm  not  sure. 

23  the  pressure  washing  take  that  off,  as  well? 

£.$ 

It  may  be  able  to  be  oil  and  water  mix.    It's  not 

cA                           BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Yes. 

1/ 

like  there  is  several  inches  or  a  foot,  or  anything 

25                         BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    And  would  it 

25 

like  that.    But  in  terms  of  the  time  frame,  there 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

PI  AD/    DCDPiDTTklP                        /  Q£,  P,7fifi 

LLARK  REPORTING     (5lU)  4oO~UrUU 

pi  Ant/    rcnnnTtii^       /ClAv    /  0/  f\7nn 

CLARK  REPORTING     (31U)  4B6-UAJU 

48 

1  wasn't  a  lot  we  could  do.    We  just  received  funding 

4 
1 

Our  role,  the  Army's  role,  was  to  provide 

t  trom  tne  Army,  it's  at  the  District,  we 

0 

them  groundwater  samples.    This  was  for  the 

3  transferred  it  to  our  contractor,  and  that  has  to 

Building  207/231  site,  because  the  proposed 

4  go  through  a  pub I i c  review  process .    So  i t  takes 

4 

corridor,  when  they're  going  to  redo  the  stream 

5  time  to  do  the  work. 

down  through  that  area,  might  go  through  the  site. 

0                        rALiLi 1AIOK  nckn:    utner  questions  on 

0 

So  this  was  in  support  of  coming  up  with  some 

/  tne  NiKe  racinty/    item  o.b.,  trie  rpm  meeting. 

f 

action  levels  for  soil  and  fresh  water  for  that 

M                           ThATA    ■  iapa     ^  n  1*  aa     ^  +  Amp     An     +  r%  a.     ^  a  a  a/-!--!     +  a/**  a\  * 

0            inere  were  tnree  items  on  tne  agenaa  toaay. 

Q 
O 

area. 

O    T  ^  am    1       1.1  ae          -f  r\  1  1  cm.i    i  m    a  a    ♦■K  a    CpApk    1        ap    Q  1  a  a  a  a  *-\  \  / 

y  item  1,  was  a  toiiow  up  on  tne  rresn  water  bioassay 

0 
y 

Ca     T     f  kinU    1  11  f  k  1  n    ^  V>  a    aav+     a  ai  m  1  a    a  ^    W  a%  #a 

00  1  tninK  witnin  tne  next  coupie  ot  oays 

10  Study.    Roger,  do  you  want  to  talk  about  that? 

1  u 

we're  going  to  get  that  report  out  to  the  National 

1  I                                 oUAKUnCrlDtK  HtNUtKoUN.      me  topic  W3S 

1 1 
1 1 

Park  Servi ce.    Agai n,  it's  not  a  report  from  the 

12  the  fresh  water  bioassay  that  had  been  completed  by 

12 

Army,  it  is  just  from  the  laboratory.    We're  going 

id  the  Regional  water  control  Board,    we  actually 

13 

to  look  at  those  data,  and  the  next  point  after 

14  discussed  --  we  didn't  really  get  into  the 

14 

that  we're  going  to  start  talking  about  what  does 

15  findings,  because  the  findings  have  just  come  out. 

15 

it  actually  mean? 

1  il                                               Til  A         A    nmi  *        «    fm,         A  A  4*«   I  A  1      1    w         1           A  If  «   MM        A  ^                      y.         J.4A        XL  A^> 

10          Tne  Army  is  actually  looking  at  tne  data  that 

16 

r  A  P  t  1   T  T  A  TPD    ISC  Dkf.        Damaa       ,         ,  1  J     Z  a.     L~  _ 

facilitator  kern:    Roger,  would  it  De 

17  were  generated  by  this.    We're  going  to  be  getting 

17 
1  f 

correct  to  say  that  what  this  bioassay  is,  is  that 

18  copies  of  the  raw  data  report  from  the  bioassay  lab 

lo 

they  expose  critters  of  certain  kinds  to  the 

19  to  the  National  Park  Service.    The  Regional  Water 

iy 

chemicals  to  see  the  effects  on  them? 

OA        AllA  1     «    ^11       P  AM               A   1           D                      —J        L*  A  A         L.  — .  -J         Z    1         £  A  P%        A        «   life  ■    I    A              *  A  A 

<:U  Quality  control  Board  has  naa  it  tor  a  wniie,  too. 

dUAKDMEMdcK  HtNUtKoUN.     Right.  it 

21  The  next  step  is  to  sit  down  with  everybody  and 

tl 

was  a  similar  test  to  the  one  that  the  Army  did  for 

22  look  at  how  the  test  was  run.    Again,  this  was  a 

the  saltwater  zone  where  they  actually  take 

23  test  that  was  not  run  by  the  Army.    It  was  actually 

APAAA1  O  mA                  Tn       4»  A  1  A       A  A  A  A            +  A  A       ♦*  k  A       TAAAA  Ll^tfiP 

organisms,     in  tnis  case,  tot  tne  Tre&n  watei 

24  performed  by  the  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  So 

5/. 

ItiAAAAnw    +-h(Ai\/    1  i(<aa|    a    f  at.kaarl   mi  nnnu       0    crsfirioc  PT 
ul  OaSSoy   tney   UacU   a   Tat   llcaU  HI  1 IH1UW,    a   apcu  I  Co   U 1 

OC       ^KaVI      1  !ApA       1  A       Al*Af*AA      A  +        .  M 

c.0  tney  were  in  cnarge  ot  it. 

25 

al aap    and  a  uater  f I ea    that  was  the  thi rd  one. 
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1  And  they  exposed  these  little  critters  in  the  algae 

2  to  various  concentrations  of  groundwater  with 

?      -Jline  in  it,  that's  what  we  have  at  the  Building 

4  site.    And  based  on  this  whole  test,  they  can 

5  get  a  feeling  at  what  concentrations  in  the 

6  groundwater  is  there  an  effect  on  these.    From  that 

7  you  can  start  doing  some  counts  to  find  out  what's 

8  going  to  happen  to  groundwater  that  won't  actually 

9  have  any  effect  on  them.    It  was  very,  very  similar 

10  to  what  we  did  for  the  saltwater,  and  that  report 

11  has  been  out  for  quite  some  time. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     When  you  say, 

13  "at  what  level  does  it  have  an  effect  on  the 

14  receptors,"  what  do  you  mean  by  "effect"? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    They  are 

16  measured  in  various  ways.    That's  not  my  area  of 

17  expertise.    But  certainly,  one  is  depth.  They 

18  don't  usually  measure  that.    There's  growth, 

19  whether  they  can  see  if  they're  growing  at  certain 

20  rates.    Whether  they  have  fewer  offspring.    I  think 

21  there's  a  third  one,  where  they  can  actually  look 

22  at  them  and  see  if  there's  some  other  effects  on 

23  them,  just  by  the  shape  of  them,  by  their  egg 

24  sacks.    Algae,  I'm  not  sure  what  they  do  about 

25  algae.    It's  an  entire  science  in  itself,  very 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING  


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


50 


1  fascinating  stuff. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Where  does  the 

3  water  come  from  that's  being  tested? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    The  water 

5  that  was  tested  was  from  the  monitoring  wells  at 

6  the  Building  231  site.    We  don't  have  a  stream 

7  there  yet,  which  would  have  been  the  optimal 

8  thing.    But  barring  that,  we  took  groundwater  from 

9  the  site  and  used  that  to  expose  the  minnows,  the 

10  water  flea,  and  the  algae. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  other  items  on 

12  the  agenda  were  the  Crissy  Field  Activities,  which 

13  you've  heard  about,  with  respect  to  the  document. 

14  And  the  Building  231/207  CAP  Process.    And  so  that 

15  was  the  RPM  meeting  tonight.    Any  other  residual 

16  thoughts  or  comments  on  that?  Mark? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Back  to  the 

18  Crissy  Field  RAP  Responsiveness  Summary.  Michael, 

19  have  you  been  in  contact  with  Romy?    How  does  Romy 

20  and  the  state  feel  about  what  you're  saying  about 

21  this  issue? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  it's  my 

23  understanding  that  DTSC  concurs  with  the  idea  of 

24  proceeding  to  the  point  of  a  final  decision  for 

25  Crissy  Field.    Also,  I  found  that  DTSC  was  in 
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1  concurrence  --  although,  I  didn't  go  through  and 

2  get  comments  one  by  one  with  Romy.    In  general,  I 

3  found  DTSC  to  be  in  concurrence  with  EPA  about  the 

4  comments  that  we  made  on  the  process.    I  haven't 

5  had  a  conversation  like  that  with  Joseph,  partly 

6  because  he's  so  new  to  the  site,  but  also  because, 

7  traditionally,  the  Water  Board  doesn't  really 

8  follow  --  doesn't  really  focus  on  CERCLA  process. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Thank  you. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Mark,  while  you 

11  are  giving  your  committee  report,  could  you  just 

12  mention  where  things  left  off  with  Jim  Meadows? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    We  sent  a 

14  letter  out  to  Jim  Meadows,  of  the  Presidio  Trust, 

15  inviting  Jim,  and  Craig  Middleton  to  attend  the  RAB 

16  meetings,  informing  them  that  they  are  members  of 

17  the  RAB,  and  inviting  them  to  come  and  participate 

18  in  the  decision-making  process.    So  I  got  a  phone 

19  message  from  Craig  Middleton  today  from  Washington, 

20  both  Jim  Meadows  and  Craig  Middleton  are  in 

21  Washington  together  this  whole  week. 

2'  They  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  our  letter 

23  they  expressed  the  intention  of  participating 

24  in  the  RAB  and  working  with  us.    And  they  wanted  me 

25  to  convey  the  message  that  they  are  planning  to 
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1  work  with  the  RAB  in  the  future,  that  they're  just 

2  short  staffed  right  now,  and  it's  hard  for  them  to 

3  attend  the  meetings.    They  sort  of  left  it  open  as 

4  to  what  meetings  they  could  attend.    They  just 

5  wanted  me  to  express  their  willingness  to  work  with 

6  the  RAB  on  upcoming  issues. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    One  thing  that  was 

8  brought  up  at  the  RPM  meeting  with  regard  to  Item 

9  7,  Future  Agenda  Items,  was  the  idea  of  having 

10  someone  come  and  speak  on  landfill  closure 

11  requirements.    And  that  was  brought  up  again,  and 

12  it  was  acknowledged  that  was  out  there.  And 

13  Joseph,  for  one,  was  in  contact  with  Romy  and  said 

14  that  he  was  going  to  help  facilitate  to  see  that 

15  happened,  perhaps  in  March. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I'm  going  to 

17  get  in  touch  with  Dan  Murphy  and  make  sure  that 

18  both  he  and  Romy  attack  it  from  both  of  their 

19  positions,  and  make  sure  we  get  somebody  from  the 

20  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  to  come  and  give 

21  us  a  regulator's  perspective  of  landfill  closures 

22  as  it  would  apply  here  at  the  Presidio. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  requests 

24  or  ideas  for  agenda  items? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Next  month  I  would 
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.  a  presentation  on  TAPP,  which  is 
~al  Assistance  for  Public  Participation, 
i  .t's  a  new  initiative  to  provide  the  RABs  with  a 

4  mechanism  for  getting  independent  assistance  for 

5  interpreting  implementation,  restoration, 

6  documents,  things  of  that  nature.    So  I'd  like  to 

7  present  that. 

8  BOARDMEHBER  BLOOM:    We're  doing  a 

9  series  of  presentations  for  RABs  around  the  region 

10  on  the  outcomes  of  the  National  RAB  Caucus.  Last 

11  January,  there  was  a  very  successful  meeting,  and  I 

12  wondered  if  folks  wanted  to  have  a  presentation 

13  here  at  the  next  meeting  about  the  caucus? 

14  We  had  20  out  of  the  50  states  represented. 

15  We  had  30  separate  RABs  represented,  and  we  had 

16  quite  a  superb  meeting.    As  a  result  of  the  RAB 

17  Caucus1  input,  they  are  now  reconsidering  the 

18  policy  on  sunsetting  RABs,  and  that  there  will  be 

19  RAB  participation  and  discussion  about  how  the 

20  policy  of  RABs  will  be  put  forward. 

21  A  number  of  other  things,  including  a 

22  response  from  our  facilitator's  request  to  them  for 

23  having  the  first  meeting  of  1999  here  in  San 

24  Francisco.    So  there  will  be  an  opportunity  for 

25  people  here  to  speak  at  the  Conference  next  year. 
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1  So  we  can  give  a  full  presentation,  if  folks  would 

2  like,  at  the  next  meeting. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  we  have  the 

4  National  RAB  Caucus,  the  TAPP,  and  the  landfill 

5  closure,  for  the  next  meeting,  plus  other  items 

6  that  come  up.    Are  there  any  other  ideas  at  the 

7  moment?    If  you  have  them,  send  them  to  Mark.  Any 

8  other  items  or  announcements  for  tonight? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    I'd  just  like 

10  to  ask  David  if  he  could  tell  us  what's  going  on  in 

11  Washington  this  week  regarding  the  Presidio? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  only  thing 

13  that  I  know  that's  going  on  from  the  Army's  side, 

14  is  that  the  Army  BRAC  office  representatives  met 

15  with  representatives  of  the  Presidio  Trust.  I 

16  don't  know  which  representatives  they  were, 

17  exactly,  other  than  Jim  Meadows  and  Craig 

18  Middleton.    It  was  primarily  a  "grip  and  grin 

19  session,"  that's  Army  lingo  for,  "Hi,  how  you 

20  doing,  we're  in  town,  how's  everything  going  at  the 

21  Presidio?"    And  I  don't  know  the  specific  nature  of 

22  their  discussions;  if  it  was  for  decision  purposes, 

23  or  whatever.    I  think  it  was  more  just  for  the 

24  Trust  to  give  its  perspective  on  how  things  are 

25  going  in  its  first  month  of  operation,  with  its  new 
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1  executive  director,  and  for  the  Army  to  get  its 

2  perspective  on  how  things  are  going  with  regards  to 

3  cleanup  operations  here  at  the  Presidio.  Other 

4  than  that,  I  don't  know  what  other  missions  that 

5  the  Presidio  Trust  representatives  have  or  had  in 

6  Washington  this  week. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Could  you 

8  comment  on  the  rumor  that  everyone  is  talking  about 

9  that  the  Presidio  Trust  is  asking  the  Department  of 

10  Defense  to  hand  it  the  cleanup  dollars  to  spend  as 

11  they  see  fit? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  can't  comment 

13  cn  that  rumor,  because  I  don't  know  the  nature  of 

14  those  discussions.    I  do  know  that  there  are 

15  discussions  going  on  regarding  the  transfer  of 

16  responsibility  for  the  cleanup  from  the  Army  to  the 

17  Presidio  Trust.    I  don't  know  the  nature  of  those 

18  discussions  in  any  capacity,  whatsoever.    I  only 

19  know  that  those  discussions  are  ongoing,  and  as 

20  with  anything,  it's  merely  an  idea  that's  being 

21  tossed  around.    Whether  or  not  it  results  in 

22  anything,  your  guess  is  as  good  as  mine. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

24  or  questions  for  tonight?    Seeing  none,  meeting 

25  adjourned.    Thank  you  for  your  participation. 
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I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 


Dated:  At  San  Francisco,  California  this 
 day  of   ,  1998 


Elizabeth  Valstad 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening 

2  everyone.    This  is  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting 

3  for  the  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board. 

4  Welcome  to  all  the  community  members,  members  of 

5  the  public,  the  Army,  the  contractors,  members  of 

6  the  regulatory  agencies,  the  City  of  San  Francisco, 

7  who  I  don't  quite  see  here  yet. 

8  First  item  on  the  agenda  is  the  approval  of 

9  the  agenda.    Does  everyone  have  one  of  those?  Much 

10  of  the  huddling  up  here  was  because  there  are 

11  technical  difficulties  with  the  projector,  so  Item 

12  5  needs  to  be  slid  down  the  agenda. 

13  We  have  Item  4.B.    We're  expecting  a  few  more 

14  community  people,  so  we're  trying  to  slide  that  a 

15  little  bit  down  into  the  agenda. 

16  The  one  agenda  item  that  many  people  may  have 

17  expected  tonight  was  discussion  on  the  landfill 

18  closure  requirements.    David,  perhaps  you  could 

19  mention  what  happened  with  that. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    For  this 

21  month's  meeting,  specifically,  a  lot  of  folks  were 
2"       -rested  in  having  somebody  from  the  regulatory 
2j    _.ncy  come  and  give  a  presentation,  or  just 

24  describe  in  their  opinion,  the  conditions  of 

25  landfills  at  the  Presidio.    I  had  a  discussion  with 
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13  BRUCE  MCKLEROY 

14  SCOTT  MILLER 

15  JAN  MONAGHAN 

16  PETER  O'HARA 

17  LOUIS  ROSENBAUM 

18  WESLEY  SKOW 

19  BRIAN  ULLENSVANG 

20  DAVID  WILKINS 

21  JOANNE  WINSHIP 

22  MICHAEL  WORK 

23  MARK  YOUNGKIN 
24 

25 
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1  Romy  about  that,  and  what  Romy  had  actually  set  up 

2  in  working  with  Joseph  Chow,  from  the  Water  Board, 

3  he  invited  a  senior  person  from  the  Water  Board  to 

4  come  and  talk  about  landfills  at  the  Presidio.  I 

5  thought  that  person  from  the  Water  Board  would  not 

6  be  the  best  spokesperson  from  the  regulatory  agency 

7  to  talk  about  the  landfill  situation,  and  that  we 

8  wanted  somebody  from  the  Integrated  Waste 

9  Management  Board.    Because  in  the  Army's  opinion, 

10  the  representative  from  the  Integrated  Waste 

11  Management  Board  has  a  little  more  knowledge, 

12  physical  knowledge,  about  the  sites  here  at  the 

13  Presidio,  and  that  they  would  be  better  positioned 

14  to  provide  you  a  perspective  other  than  that  which 

15  has  been  presented  by  the  studious  work  done  by 

16  Doug  Kern,  and  what's  proposed  in  the  landfill 

17  resolution. 

18  As  you  know,  the  landfill  resolution  which 

19  Doug  authored,  and  that  many  of  you  supported, 

20  represented  a  position  that  directly  challenged 

21  what  the  Army's  view  was  about  the  landfill  sites 

22  and  areas  at  the  Presidio.    And  there  are 

23  representatives  from  the  Integrated  Waste 

24  Management  Board  that  we  believe  have  not  an 

25  identical  position  with  the  Army's,  but  something, 
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1  at  least,  somewhat  similar,  and  it  would  be 

2  valuable  for  you  as  public  members  to  understand 

3  that  perspective  from  a  regulatory  agency's 

4  viewpoint. 

5  The  Water  Board  person,  in  my  opinion,  didn't 

6  have  that  opinion,  or  didn't  have  that  knowledge. 

7  And  I  talked  this  over  with  Joseph  Chow,  and  he 

8  agreed.    He  said  that  the  Water  Board  person  would 

9  most  likely  be  able  to  provide  a  lot  of  the 

10  regulatory  requirements,  and  things  like  that,  that 

11  might  be  applicable.    So  what  we  did  was,  we 

12  deferred  that  until  next  month. 

13  One  of  the  problems  in  getting  a  Waste 

14  Management  person  here  is  that  they  are  not  under 

15  the  DSMOA  contract  with  the  federal  government,  so 

16  there's  no  funding,  if  you  will,  to  allow  them  to 

17  come  and  do  this  type  of  work  outside  of  their 

18  normal  day-to-day  operation. 

19  I'm  working  directly  with  a  representative  of 

20  the  state  to  try  and  go  around  that  particular 

21  bureaucratic  restriction,  and  try  to  get  somebody 

22  here  from  the  Waste  Management  Board  next  month,  as 

23  well  as  have  that  same  person  from  the  Water  Board 

24  that  Joseph  Chow  talked  about.    And  I  think  that 

25  when  we  come  next  month  that  the  two 
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1  it  would  make  more  sense  what  do  about  those 

2  landfills  and  the  corridor,  and  that  type  of 

3  thing. 

4  Previously,  in  the  remedial  investigation 

5  report  --  it  was  during  drought  years  --  we  didn't 

6  actually  have  water  samples  from  seeps  that  were 

7  coming  out  of  there.    Now  that  we  have  some  of  that 

8  data,  it  would  provide  a  great  contribution  to  the 

9  discussion. 

10  So  all  of  that  combined  led  me  to  the 

11  decision  to  postpone  that  landfill  discussion  until 

12  next  month.    But  in  the  meantime,  tonight,  what 

13  would  be  a  good  idea  that  Doug  suggested,  is  that 

14  we  go  ahead  and  take  questions  or  concerns  that 

15  people  have  about  the  landfill  issues,  that  would 

16  be  related  to  the  landfill  resolution,  or  any  other 

17  concerns  that  you  might  have,  and  then  we  can  send 

18  those  off  to  the  state  representatives  that  will 

19  come  to  the  RAB  next  month.    So  that  was  kind  of 

20  where  that  went. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  we  can  put  that 

22  down  as  another  agenda  item  somewhere  on  the  list. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Doug,  could  I 

24  suggest  that  we  slip  that  discussion  to  follow  Item 

25  6.B,  because,  really,  there  is  no  time  limit  on 
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1  representatives  from  the  Water  Board  and  the  Waste 

2  Management  Board  would  provide  a  much  more 

3  beneficial  review  and  discussion  for  you  all  in 

4  terms  of  the  entire  perspective  of  the  landfills. 

5  With  respect  to  the  landfill  resolution  that 

6  many  of  you  support,  it  would  give  you  an 

7  opportunity  to  ask  them  directly,  does  your 

8  resolution  make  sense,  so  on  and  so  forth. 

9  In  addition  to  that,  if  you're  not  aware, 

10  Doug  had  taken  the  time  during  this  rain  event, 

11  during  February,  to  do  a  walk  through  of  the 

12  corridor  from  the  bay  all  the  way  up  to  El  Polin 

13  Spring  and  up  to  the  landfills.    Well,  the  Army's 

14  consultants  have  done  a  similar  activity  and  have 

15  taken  samples  at  Landfill  E  along  the  seeps.  If 

16  you're  not  familiar  with  what  Doug  has  done,  he 

17  actually  walked  up  to  some  landfills,  taking  some 

18  photographs  showing  where  the  water  was  coming'  out 

19  and  things  like  that,  and  our  consultants  have 

20  taken  samples  in  those  areas.    We  expect  to  have 

21  the  first  round  of  that  data  back  early  next  week, 

22  and  the  rest  of  it  later. 

23  The  point  is,  that  all  of  that  data  should  be 

24  back  by  the  next  RAB,  and  that  would  certainly  be 

25  useful  as  we  discuss  the  landfill  conditions,  and 
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1  that  discussion.   And  I  think  in  all  fairness  to 

2  the  people  that  are  going  to  be  making  reports,  we 

3  can  get  into  a  discussion  that  will  take  us  to  the 

4  end  of  the  meeting. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay,  that's 

6  fine.    Any  other  changes,  additions? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Under  Monthly 

8  Reports,  Status  Reports,  can  we  add  the  Crissy 

9  Field  RAP  update? 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    That's  fine. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  Nike 

12  Facility  is  actually  a  brief  presentation,  so  you 

13  can  move  it  up  or  down. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay.  Any 

15  Announcements?    Old  business? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Saul  Bloom  is 

17  not  here  yet,  so  we  may  have  to  skip  over  the 

18  discussion  about  the  National  RAB  Caucus  until  he 

19  shows  up. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Committee 

21  Business? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  Main 

23  Installation  Committee  met  twice,  once  February 

24  24th,  and  once  on  March  3rd.    The  Selection 

25  Committee  met  once  on  February  24th.    Leeann  will 
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1  talk  about  the  Selection  Committee  later  on. 

2  The  Main  Installation  Committee  has  been 

3  king  on  the  Feasibility  Study  for  the  Main 

*.       callation  CERCLA  sites.    The  committee  has  been 

5  going  through  the  comments  submitted  on  the 

6  Feasibility  Study,  having  discussions  among 

7  themselves  and  trying  to  summarize  and  condense  the 

8  comments  down  to  one  document  that  goes  by  site, 

9  and  basically  gives  the  issues  and  concerns 

10  expressed  in  the  comments. 

11  We  decided  to  use  the  format  that  EKI  used  in 

12  the  Crissy  Field  RAP  procedure,  their  table.  And 

13  so  we're  basically  constructing  a  document  based 

14  upon  their  format  for  the  Main  Installation  CERCLA 

15  sites.    And  we  have  a  draft  document  out  in 

16  circulation  now  in  the  committee,  and  we  expect  to 

17  have  it  finished  by  the  next  RAB  meeting  for 

18  presentation.    The  next  committee  meeting  is  on 

19  March  24th,  in  this  room,  same  time,  and  we'll  be 

20  discussing  the  document  for  possible  presentation 

21  at  the  next  RAB  meeting. 

22  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Leeann,  are  you 

23  ready  for  your  committee? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Not  just  yet.  I 

25  noticed  that  Craig  Middleton  arrived,  and  since,  I 
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1  believe,  the  Trust  is  now  a  member  of  the  Board,  we 

2  should  invite  him  to  come  sit  at  the  table. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:   Would  it  be 

4  reasonable  to  introduce  ourselves  to  you,  so  you 

5  know  the  members  of  the  Board? 

6  MR.  MIDDLETON:  Sure. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I'm  Mark 

8  Youngkin.    I'm  the  community  cochair. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    I'm  Joanne 

10  Chow-Winship,  and  I'm  a  community  member. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I'm  Peter 

12  O'Hara,  and  I'm  a  community  member. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     I'm  Joan 

14  Girardot,  community  member. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Jan  Monaghan, 

16  community  member. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    Wesley  Skow, 

18  community  member. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Julia  Cheever, 

20  community  member. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Andrew  Lolli, 

22  Fisherman's  Wharf. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:  Louis 

24  Rosenbaum,  community  member. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Scott  Miller, 
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1  community  member. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:  Bruce 

3  McKleroy,  community  member. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Leeann  Lahren, 

5  community  member. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Brian 

7  Ullensvang,  with  the  Park  Service. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Michael  Work, 

9  EPA. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Romy  Fuentes, 

11  DTSC. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  DaveWilkins, 

13  Department  of  the  Army. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Doug  Kern, 

15  community  member. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    John  Buck,  Army 

17  Environmental  Center. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Bruce  Handel, 

19  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Roger 

21  Henderson,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

2,'  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Welcome  to  the 

23  ....eting.   Do  you  know  if  you'll  be  permanent? 

24  MR.  MIDDLETON:    Jim  was  planning  on 

25  coming,  but  he  has  a  presentation  tomorrow  and  he 
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1  needed  to  prepare  for  that.    Either  Jim  or  myself 

2  intend  to  be  present  at  the  meetings. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Well, 

4  we're  going  to  hold  Item  4.B  for  the  moment  and  go 

5  onto  5. A. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Let's  just  take  a 

7  second  and  set  up  here.    I  think  part  of  my 

8  presentation  has  been  copied  and  each  of  you  have 

9  it  in  your  document. 

10  The  Army  Environmental  Center  is  giving  this 

11  presentation  to  the  RABs  throughout  the  country. 

12  What  I  want  to  do  is  just  give  a  brief 

13  overview  of  the  TAPP  program.    And  also,  for  the 

14  meeting  handout,  I  added  some  additional  materials 

15  that  have  been  prepared  by  the  DOD,  pamphlets,  info 

16  sheet,  and  I  put  a  few  copies  of  the  actual  rule 

17  over  there  if  you  feel  you  need  some  additional 

18  information  or  had  some  questions.    What  I'll  do  is 

19  just  give  you  a  brief  history  of  what  the  DOD 

20  thinks  it's  going  to  get  out  of  it. 

21  Basically,  it  is  a  way  of  providing  RABs  with 

22  technical  assistance  for  interpreting  the  myriad  of 

23  technical  documents  that  are  out  there.   As  you 

24  well  know,  many  of  these  are  quite  complex  and 

25  difficult  to  understand.    It  would  be  nice  to  have 
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1  some  mechanism  to  explain  some  of  the  technical 

2  features  of  this  program  to  the  RAB,  if  it  is  not 

3  available  for  some  other  means,  an  I'll  emphasize 

4  that  later.    Because,  there  are  other  ways  of 

5  getting  this,  through  contractors,  ourselves,  the 

6  regulatory  agencies,  and  so  forth. 

7  The  purpose  and  the  goal  is,  we  believe  if 

8  you  are  more  informed,  know  the  program  better,  you 

9  can  make  more  informed  decisions  and  participate  in 

10  the  decision-making  process  in  a  more  meaningful 

11  way. 

12  A  little  history.    It  started  back  in  1992. 

13  The  EPA  actually  started  this  dialogue  committee, 

14  and  one  of  the  things  that  came  out  of  that  was  the 

15  emphasis  on  providing  more  assistance  to  the  public 

16  and  giving  them  technical  assistance  to  interpret 

17  these  difficult  documents. 

18  Actually,  the  final  rule  --  and  then  there 

19  was  some  intermediate  steps  --  was  published  in 

20  February,  February  2nd,  of  this  year.    It  focused 

21  on  RABs  or  technical  review  committees,  and 

22  community  members  of  those  committees.    It  is  not 

23  intended  for  some  of  the  local  and  state  agencies, 

24  it's  really  focused  on  RAB  members,  the  community 

25  members,  and  not  for  local  community  groups  outside 
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1  these  sites.    Studying  the  implication  of  the 

2  remedies  that  you  do  select,  or  that  are  selected. 

3  Training.    Don't  envision  yourself  sitting 

4  under  a  palm  tree  in  Hawaii  taking  a  seminar  some 

5  place.    It  could  be  used  to  have  somebody  come  into 

6  the  RAB  and  give  you  a  presentation  on  low 

7  temperature  thermal  absorption.    That's  the  focus. 

8  Now  there  are  projects  that  you  can't  get 

9  funded.   You  can't  use  this  money  to  sue  us.  We 

10  don't  want  you  going  out  there  and  drilling  your 

11  own  wells  and  collecting  your  own  samples,  or  doing 

12  health  studies  or  evaluation  of  cancer  clusters. 

13  It  is  not  to  reopen  decision  documents  that  have 

14  been  made.    And  it's  not  really  for  community 

15  outreach,  either.    Dave  has  a  RAB  budget  that  goes 

16  a  long  way  towards  fulfilling  all  those  goals.  The 

17  rule  is  pretty  specific  in  what  you  can  use  it  for 

18  and  what  you  really  can't  use  it  for. 

19  What's  the  criteria  for  obtaining  a  TAPP 

20  grant?   Basically,  you  have  to  determine  either  two 

21  things.    Either  the  state  or  the  federal  regulatory 

22  agencies  don't  have  the  capability  of  providing  you 

23  the  assistance  that  you  have  specified  in  your  TAPP 

24  grant  proposal,  or  you  feel  strongly  that  this  is 

25  needed  to  make  your  review  more  efficient,  and  it 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 

14 

1  the  context  of  the  RAB.    And  basically,  it  is  for 

2  those  who  need  additional  technical  assistance  to 

3  interpret  the  documents. 

4  How  do  you  get  this?    Congress,  in  their 

5  infinite  wisdom,  again,  they  came  out  with  a  rule, 

6  didn't  necessarily  provide  the  money  for  that.  The 

7  money  for  this  would  come  out  of  the  Installation 

8  budget.    So  if  you  decided  you  did  need  it,  you're 

9  going  to  be  paring  down  some  other  project. 

10  The  guidance  is  you  can  ask  for  an  amount  up 

11  to  $100,000  over  the  cost  of  the  program,  but  no 

12  more  than  $25,000  in  any  one  year.    And  the  focus 

13  is  on  the  community  input.    They  can  actually 

14  select  and  provide  --  I  can't  say  select  --  a 

15  technical  provider  that  would  welcome  their  input 

16  in  the  selection  process. 

17  The  DOD  would  handle  all  the  administrative 

18  and  contractual  end  of  things.    Basically,  it  would 

19  probably  be  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

20  What  kind  of  things  are  we  looking  at?   As  I 

21  said  before,  interpreting  an  RI  document, 

22  interpreting  the  risk  assessment.    Having  somebody 

23  come  in  and  giving  you  briefing  on  restoration 

24  technologies,  their  advantages,  disadvantages. 

25  Participating  in  evaluating  relative  risk  at  all 
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1  will  go  a  long  way  towards  approving  the  acceptance 

2  of  the  Army's  program.    So  it's  one  of  those 

3  criteria.    Basically,  it's  what  you  have  to  use  as 

4  your  guidepost,  what  you  have  to  keep  in  the  back 

5  of  your  mind  when  you're  proposing  a  project. 

6  In  the  back  of  that  rule  over  there,  it's  a 

7  two-page  form  for  applying  for  these  TAPP  grants. 

8  It's  not  a  grant,  sorry,  the  TAPP.    But  it  has  to 

9  be  demonstrated  first  by  a  majority  of  the 

10  community  members  on  the  RAB.    It  could  be  a  simple 

11  roll-call  vote.    That  has  to  be  documented  by 

12  Dave.    Again,  it's  the  community  members,  it 

13  wouldn't  be  the  regulatory  agencies,  the  Army 

14  representatives,  things  of  that  nature.    And  again, 

15  it's  certified  by  rotating  the  roll  call. 

16  The  rule  itself  really  specifies  that  the  RAB 

17  can  use  this  --  I  can't  say  as  a  last  resort,  but 

18  you  should  really  exhaust  all  other  avenues  of 

19  getting  technical  assistance  before  going  to  the 

20  TAPP,  because  it  is,  again,  coming  out  of  the 

21  environmental  restoration  fund.    So  there  will  be 

22  something  that  won't  be  funded  if  this  is,  and  the 

23  rule  actually  specifies  that  you  must  go  through 

24  that  process.    And  on  the  TAPP  application  there's 

25  a  statement  in  there  as  to  those  efforts  that  you 
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1  went  through  to  get  such  assistance. 

2  This  explains  some  of  the  other  sources  of 

3  hnical  support  that  you  can  go  to  and  get  such 
t,       /stance,  and  you're  pretty  much  all  familiar 

5  with  some  of  these.    I  think,  in  some  fashion, 

6  you've  gotten  this  kind  of  assistance  in  the  past. 

7  And  again,  you're  a  very  knowledgable  RAB.  There 

8  are  some  others  that  don't  really  have  your 

9  technical  background,  that  are  in  a  worse  position 

10  as  far  as  understanding  the  technical  aspects  of 

11  the  environmental  restoration. 

12  Some  minimal  requirements,  qualifications 

13  that  are  specified  in  the  rule.    It  can't  be  your 

14  brother  Vinnie,  if  he  doesn't  really  know 

15  anything.    It  should  be  somebody  who  has  both  the 

16  academic  background,  training,  demonstration  of  the 

17  issues,  and,  really,  the  key  thing  is  the  ability 

18  to  interpret  these  documents  in  layman's  terms  to 

19  explain  what's  going  on.    Also,  if  they  have  some 

20  unique  local  knowledge,  this  would  be  most 

21  desirable. 

22  Here's  a  brief  diagram.    Basically,  you  would 

23  get  together  and  the  RAB  would  select  somebody  to 

24  be  the  chairman.    Get  together  with  Dave, 

25  determined  your  needs,  prepare  that  application. 
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1  Dave  would  review  it,  forward  it  to  Fort  Lewis  for 

2  either  approval  or  denial.    It  would  go  through  the 

3  Corps  of  Engineers  to  secure  the  provider,  obtain 

4  assistance.    The  RAB  designated  person  would  have 

5  to,  on  an  annual  basis,  prepare  a  report  and  state 

6  what  the  request  was,  what  the  program  was,  did  it 

7  fulfill  your  request.    That  will  eventually  be  in 

8  the  report  to  Congress. 

9  There's  an  appeals  process,  because  there  are 

10  several  points  where  there  may  be  some 

11  disagreement.    It  could  be  the  eligibility  of  the 

12  project.    The  RAB  thinks,  obviously,  if  they're 

13  putting  it  forward,  they  think  they're  eligible. 

14  Then  it  comes  up  to  the  doo  Installation  Commander 

15  and  he  says,  I  don't  think  we  can  fund  this.  There 

16  is  a  built-in  appeals  process.    The  appeal  has  to 

17  be  certified,  again,  by  the  RAB  through  a  roll-call 

18  vote,  or  something  of  that  nature.    The  appeals 

19  process  follows  the  Army's  chain  of  command,  as 

20  usual. 

21  I  know  that  was  real  quick  and  brief.  I 

22  think  it  covers  the  major  points.    Again,  if  you 

23  have  questions,  I  would  be  more  than  willing  to 

24  stay  after,  and  there  is  some  more  information 

25  pamphlets  on  the  side  over  there. 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING  


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


19 


20 


1  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL I:    I  would  like  to 

2  commend  those  people  who  prepared  the  TAPP 

3  program.    You  did  a  beautiful  job  of  presentation, 

4  you  were  to  the  point,  you're  sitting  in  the 

5  driver's  seat,  and  you  know  where  you're  going. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Over  the  life 

7  of  it,  it's  $100,000? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    It's  actually 

9  either  $100,000  or  one  percent,  which  is  ever  the 

10  lower.    In  this  case,  it's  definitely  $100,000. 

11  And  it's  $25,000  in  any  one  year,  also. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    Does  this 

13  provide  for  hiring  an  advisor  or  consultant  to  the 

14  RAB?   Or  does  it  provide  for  putting  money  into 

15  various  desirable  programs  to  the  RAB? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    It's  to  provide 

17  technical  assistance  in  interpreting  things  to  the 

18  RAB.    And  it  has  to  be  a  discrete  project. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    Does  it 

20  provide  for  hiring  a  particular  person  to  act  as 

21  consultant? 

27  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yes.     It  would  be 

23  -.  consultant. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    And  at  whose 

25  direction  would  that  person  operate? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    The  RAB. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    This  group 

3  then,  the  conmunity  portion  of  this  group? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yes.    The  projects 

5  are  discrete.    In  other  words,  it's  not  a  retainer 

6  for  somebody  to  be  available  for  anything  that 

7  might  come  up.    It  has  to  be,  "Yes,  explain  to  me 

8  the  risk  assessment  for  the  RI  that  just  came  out, 

9  and  give  me  a  report  in  four  weeks.    Give  a 

10  presentations  to  the  RAB."    It's  not  like  you're  on 

11  retainer,  something  comes  up,  take  a  look  at  this. 

12  You  could  do  this  multiple  times.    But  again,  it's 

13  discrete. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    But  the 

15  particular  jobs  are  not  determined  at  the  outset? 

16  That  has  to  be  determined  -- 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    You  would  submit 

18  TAPP  grants  for  particular  projects  as  they  come 

19  up. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    For  that 

21  particular  person  to  deal  with  it? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Yes.    Because  it 

23  might  be  a  bunch  of  different  providers.    One  guy 

24  is  an  expert  on  restoration  technology,  one  guy  is 

25  an  expert  on  groundwater  flow. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    What's  the  time 

2  line  you1 re  looking  at?    Because  by  the  time  we 

3  identify  a  need,  and  it  has  to  be  clarified,  it 

4  looks  like  it  would  be  at  least  a  couple  of 

5  months. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    They  are  supposed 

7  to  be  using  what's  called,  "simplified  acquisition 

8  procedures."   And  the  Corps  in  Sacramento  is 

9  familiar  with  these.    We'll  probably  have  to  go 

10  through  one  to  see  how  quick  it  actually  takes  to 

11  go  through  the  process.    No  one  has,  to  my 

12  knowledge,  has  applied  for  one  yet. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    But  you  would 

14  have  a  different  consultant  from  different  fields 

15  then?    Or  is  it  something  that  you're  going  to  send 

16  an  RFQ  out  for? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    If  it's  under  a 

18  certain  dollar  amount,  that  can  be  a  sole  source. 

19  And  again,  with  these  simplified  acquisition 

20  procedures,  you  can  get  a  proposal  over  the  phone, 

21  it  doesn't  have  to  be  a  written  thing.    It's  really 

22  focused  to  get  this  simple,  quick,  to  the  greatest 

23  extent  possible. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    The  whole 

25  process,  if  we  can  sort  of  expedite  it  at  that  end, 
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1  that's  what's  currently  in  our  forecast  workplan, 

2  but  it's  subject  to  change. 

3  And  in  terms  of  immediate  years,  of  course, 

4  we're  in  FY98  and  in  FY99,  our  budgets,  we  feel, 

5  are  sufficient  to  address  the  concerns  that  are 

6  identified  at  the  point  in  time  that  we  submitted 

7  those  budgets,  which  actually  was  just  this  past 

8  month. 

9  But  the  firm  budgets  for  the  out  years,  of 

10  course,  have  been  submitted.    They've  been 

11  forecasted,  but  subject  to  change,  pending 

12  negotiations  with  the  stakeholders  about, 

13  primarily,  the  Main  Installation  site. 

14  The  only  things  that  could  possibly  change 

15  are  forecasts  for  the  petroleum  program.  The 

16  discovery  of  unknown  tanks  and  unknown  pipeline 

17  that  may  be  out  there  that  we  haven't  found  yet. 

18  Other  than  that,  I  feel  that  we  have  a  good 

19  handle  on  what  we  need  to  be  looking  for,  and  what 

20  we  need  to  be  forecasting  and  projecting  needs 

21  for.    It's  just  a  matter  that  we  don't  know  exactly 

22  what's  out  there,  so  we  can  only  give  it  our  best 

23  engineered  estimate.    I  think  that  we've  done 

24  that. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I:    Thank  you,  Dave. 
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1  because  we  have  concerns.   And  if  we  have  to  wait  a 

2  couple  of  months  and  then  go  through  the  process, 

3  and  if  there  are  any  further  studies  or 

4  explanations,  I  mean,  in  order  to  help  us  decide. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I'm  not  going  to 

6  get  up  here  and  -- 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    I  know,  I  know, 

8  it's  the  first  time. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL I:    How  do  we  stand 

10  financially?   Are  we  on  target,  and  when  do  you 

11  expect  the  job  finished? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    In  terms  of 

13  where  do  we  stand  financially,  the  Army  has 

14  submitted  its  workplan  all  the  way  out  to  fiscal 

15  year  2008,  and  that's  based  on  an  assessment  of  all 

16  the  programs  occurring  at  the  Presidio.    That's  the 

17  petroleum  program,  primarily,  and  cleanup  of  the 

18  CERCLA  programs,  which  include  Crissy  Field  and  the 

19  Main  Installation  areas. 

20  I'm  sure  you're  aware  that  the  Main 

21  Installation  sites  are  still  under  negotiation,  and 

22  that  the  proposed  estimates  for  cleaning  up  those 

23  sites  is  subject  to  change.    But  based  on  what  was 

24  presented  in  the  Feasibility  Study  last  year,  and 

25  the  costs  associated  with  those  remedies  proposed, 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:   Any  other 

2  questions  for  John  on  the  TAPP? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Is  the  community 

4  at  liberty  to  choose  a  contractor,  or  does  the  Army 

5  Corps  have  veto  authority  over  a  qualified 

6  contractor? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    Over  a  qualified 

8  contractor?    I  do  not  believe  the  intent  is  to  veto 

9  that.    We  really  want  you  to  have  ownership.  But, 

10  I  mean,  if  they  go  through  their  procedures  and  for 

11  some  reason  this  person  turns  out  to  be  --  doesn't 

12  make  the  grade,  for  whatever  reason,  we  would  have 

13  to  reject  that.    But,  by  all  means,  if  he  or  she  is 

14  qualified,  to  my  knowledge,  that's  the  one  they're 

15  going  to  go  with. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Is  there  any 

17  restrictions  on  contractors  that  are  currently 

18  working  here? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    I  believe  it 

20  should  not  be  a  contractor  who's  currently  working 

21  here.    It  shouldn't  be  a  part  of  the  program.  They 

22  should  be  an  independent  contractor.    The  goal  is 

23  to  focus  on  small  business. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  an 

25  independent  viewpoint,  if  you  will.    So  if  anybody 
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1  in  the  RAB  has  an  issue  that  they  would  like 

2  technical  support  on,  and  you  identified  a 

3  "tractor  and  you  discuss  it  with  me,  and  we  put 
k       into  the  acquisition,  the  procurement  process 

5  through  the  Sacramento  District,  they  don't  have 

6  veto  authority,  all  they  have  is  the  authority  to 

7  certify  it.    So  do  they  meet  the  qualification  to 

8  do  this  type  of  work?    In  other  words,  do  they  have 

9  the  qualifications  to  do  hydrogeology  assessment  of 

10  Landfill  1?   And  they  just  check  the  box.    So  it's 

11  not  veto  authority,  it's  more  just  certifying,  is 

12  this  contractor  qualified  to  do  the  work? 

13  BOARDMEHBER  LAHREN:    Does  the  Army 

14  maintain  a  list  of  contractors  who  they  feel  are 

15  certified? 

16  boardhember  BUCK:    I  don't  know.  In 

17  this  case  I  don't  believe  it  would  have  to  be  with 

18  somebody  who's  on  retainer. 

19  BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:    It  could  be 

20  somebody  completely  new. 

21  BOARDHEMBER  BUCK:    The  emphasis 

22  should  be  first  to  look  towards  the  regulatory 

23  agency,  the  Army,  their  contractors.    And,  I  think, 

24  from  my  witnessing,  they've  done  excellent  jobs  in 

25  presenting  this,  because  it's  not  like  there's 
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1  BOARDMEHBER  BUCK:    Actually,  in  the 

2  rule  --  the  technical  assistance,  the  criteria, 

3  it's  either  you  go  to  the  federal,  state  or  local 

4  agencies,  or  the  Army  for  this  assistance.  Or 

5  you've  gone  there,  and  you  don't  feel  that  they  can 

6  provide  it,  or,  technical  assistance  is  likely  to 

7  contribute  to  the  efficiency,  effectiveness  or 

8  timeliness  of  environmental  restoration  activities 

9  at  the  installation,  and  is  likely  to  contribute  to 

10  community  acceptance  of  environmental  activities  at 

11  that  installation. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  it's  not 

13  necessarily  the  Army's  plan,  but  environmental 

14  restoration  activities. 

15  BOARDHEMBER  BUCK:    At  that 

16  installation. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 

18  this?    I  don't  see  Saul  here  for  Item  5.B.  Going 

19  onto  5.C.    We  have  Tanya  and  John  on  Building  231. 

20  MR.  PERCELLA:    I'm  John  Percella, 

21  with  Montgomery/Watson,  project  manager  for 

27       '.ding  231/207  Corrective  Action  Plan.  Tanya 

23  ^ermott  is  the  project  engineer  for  this  CAP. 

24  Tonight  I  wanted  to  talk  about  the  corrective 

25  action  plan. 
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1  additional  money  out  there,  it's  going  to  be  taken 

2  away  from  some  other  environmental  restoration 

3  program.    So  I'm  not  saying  it  should  be  last 

4  resort,  but  you  really  should  consider  all  other 

5  alternatives. 

6  BOARDHEHBER  HENDERSON:    We  have 

7  worked  with  a  lot  of  different  contractors,  but  if 

8  you  know  somebody,  we  could  ask  around  and  see  if 

9  we  have  worked  with  them.    We  have  lists,  but  they 

10  are  usually  with  larger  firms. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Further  questions 

12  on  the  TAPP? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    I  would  like 

14  verification  on  something  I  thought  you  said.  It 

15  had  to  do  with  the  criteria  for  obtaining  the 

16  TAPP.    And  I  thought  you  said  one  of  the  criteria 

17  was  that  one  would  be  able  to  get  the  funding  if  it 

18  was  most  likely  to  contribute  to  the  community 

19  acceptance  of  the  Army  Environmental  Restoration 

20  Plan.    It  doesn't  say  it  here,  but  I  thought  you 

21  said  it  verbally  during  your  presentation.    It's  on 

22  criteria  for  obtaining  TAPP.    It's  not  here,  but 

23  when  you  presented  it  you  said  that  one  of  the 

24  criteria  was  that  it  would  likely  contribute  to  the 

25  acceptance  of  the  Army's  plan. 
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1  You  have  probably  heard  quite  a  bit  recently 

2  in  the  RAB.    There's  been  a  recent  presentation  on 

3  hydrogeology  for  the  231  site.    There's  been  a 

4  number  of  updates,  as  well  as  status  updates,  and 

5  the  progress  that  we  have  made.    We've  also 

6  initiated  a  new  process  for  selecting  and 

7  evaluating  alternatives  for  this  site,  and  I  think 

8  some  of  you  may  even  be  involved  with  this 

9  process.    We've  asked  for  feedback  from  the 

10  community  and  all  the  other  stakeholders  that  are 

11  involved  in  the  project.    So  we're  here  to  talk 

12  about  that  project,  and  to  demystify  some  of  the 

13  process.    We'll  refer  to  it  as  a  decision-making 

14  process  for  tonight. 

15  I 've  worked  on  some  of  the  other  corrective 

16  action  plans  at  the  Presidio.    I  was  the  project 

17  manager  for  the  Building  637  CAP,  and  also  the 

18  base-wide  CAP,  and  I've  seen  things  evolve  over  the 

19  years.    We  found  that  in  the  637  CAP  that  some  of 

20  the  methods  that  we  chose  were  not  very  well 

21  received. 

22  For  example,  we  looked  at  the  nine  criteria 

23  to  judge  the  alternatives.    One  of  the  criteria  we 

24  used  was  the  public  participation  criteria.  When 

25  we  presented  the  public  participation  results,  or 
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1  the  scores,  a  lot  of  people  didn't  really  like 

2  that,  and  the  whole  CAP  in  itself,  wasn't  all  that 

3  well  received. 

4  So  in  coming  up  to  the  231  site,  which  is 

5  probably  more  complicated  for  a  number  of  reasons, 

6  the  nearby  presence  of  the  wetlands,  the  proposed 

7  corridor,  with  a  lot  of  complicating  factors,  we 

8  felt  that  we  needed  a  new  approach  to  evaluate  and 

9  develop  alternatives  for  cleaning  up  the  site. 

10  What  I'd  like  to  do  tonight  is  go  through  a 

11  presentation  on  this  process.    And  this  week  I'm 

12  actually  making  a  presentation  at  a  technical 

13  conference,  so  I've  adapted  from  that,  and 

14  hopefully  it's  not  too  long.    And  then  we'd  like  to 

15  get  into  an  example  of  the  software  package  that 

16  we're  using  and  talk  about  the  process  in  detail 

17  with  a  generic  example.    Then  we'll  also  talk  about 

18  the  status  of  the  project. 

19  The  reason  we  chose  this  process  is  that  we 

20  felt  by  using  it,  it  more  fully  involved  the 

21  stakeholders  in  the  involvement  and  evaluation  of 

22  alternatives.    We  could  also  assess  multiple 

23  criteria  for  cleanup.    And  then  one  of  the  things 

24  that  we're  finding  as  we're  going  through  that 

25  process,  is  we're  able  to  better  highlight  the 
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1  questions,  trying  to  decide  what's  important  and 

2  evaluate  that  better. 

3  This  graphic  illustrates  some  of  the  issues 

4  you  face  when  you're  making  a  decision.    This  isn't 

5  entirely  an  environmental  cleanup  decision,  but  you 

6  can  see  a  number  of  criteria.    And  one  of  the 

7  difficulties  we  face  is  trying  to  balance  each  of 

8  them  and  decide  which  one  is  more  important  than 

9  the  other. 

10  I  alluded  to  some  of  the  issues  we  face  with 

11  Building  637.    The  stakeholders  aren't  always 

12  involved  in  the  process.    The  details  of  the 

13  process  aren't  always  documented  very  well.  And 

14  some  of  the  traditional  methods  that  are  used  for 

15  making  these  decisions  are  also  not  very  helpful. 

16  In  fact,  this  graphic  here  illustrates  the 

17  matrix  approach  that  we  used  at  Building  637.  We 

18  had  a  few  more  criteria  than  what  you  see  up  here, 

19  and  a  few  more  alternatives,  but  essentially,  we 

20  used  a  matrix  approach.    Some  of  the  details  are  a 

21  little  bit  mysterious. 

22  The  other  problem  with  the  matrix  approach  is 

23  as  the  number  of  criteria  and  alternatives  gets 

24  larger,  it  becomes  more  difficult  to  assess  what's 

25  the  right  decision  to  make,  and  also,  people  can 
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1  have  difficulty  understanding  which  criteria  are 

2  important,  or  they  don't  even  agree. 

3  At  this  point,  I  want  to  talk  a  little  bit 

4  more  about  the  process  and  what  we  mean  by  it,  and 

5  then  we'll  jump  right  into  an  example. 

6  There  are  three  steps  to  the  process.  The 

7  framing  step  is  the  first  step.    That's  really 

8  where  you  define  the  problem  and  define  laws  of 

9  criteria  in  the  alternatives  that  you're  going  to 

10  evaluate. 

11  The  next  step  is  to  actually  analyze  those 

12  different  alternatives.    And  then  the  last  step  is 

13  to  go  through  some  of  the  "what  if"  scenarios.  For 

14  example,  what  if  you  cut  the  schedule  in  half? 

15  What  would  it  take  to  do  that?    How  would  that 

16  impact  your  decision?    So  that's  the  last  step  of 

17  it. 

18  At  this  point,  I'm  going  to  turn  it  over  to 

19  Tanya,  and  she'll  work  through  a  live  example. 

20  MS.  mcdermott:   What  we'd  like  to  do 

21  right  now  is  go  through  a  very  simplified,  very 

22  hypothetical  example  of  how  this  works.    Then  after 

23  we've  gone  through  this,  and  you  have  a  better  feel 

24  for  how  the  software  works,  then  we'll  go  ahead  and 

25  go  into  what  we've  done  so  far  for  the  Building  231 
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2  Usually,  how  this  starts  out,  you  end  up  with 

3  a  blank  screen,  and  first  thing  you  have  to  do  is 

4  identify  your  goal.    So  for  these  we'll  assume  we 

5  have  a  site  with  contaminated  soil,  and  the 

6  contamination  is  gasoline.    So  our  goal  then  would 

7  be  to  remediate  the  soil  that  has  contaminated 

8  concentrations  higher  than  your  action  levels. 

9  Once  you  have  identified  your  goals,  then  you 

10  need  to  start  identifying  criteria.    The  types  of 

11  things  that  you're  going  to  consider  when  you  make 

12  your  decision.    So  for  this  example  we'll  go  ahead 

13  and  include  cost,  that's  a  pretty  basic  one.  We'll 

14  include  time,  and  then  we'll  assume  that  this  site 

15  is  near  a  residential  area,  so  we'll  also  assume 

16  that  truck  traffic  through  this  neighborhood  might 

17  be  a  concern,  so  we'll  go  ahead  and  add  that  in. 

18  We  have  simplified  this  very  much  so  that  we 

19  only  have  three  criteria.    Often  times,  you  can 

20  start  out  with  20  or  25  different  ones,  and  you'll 

21  see  that  when  we  talk  about  the  site-specific  model 

22  we've  come  up  with. 

23  After  you've  identified  your  criteria,  then 

24  you  need  to  come  up  with  some  alternatives.  What 

25  are  the  possible  ways  you  could  remediate  the 
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1  site?   So  for  this  example,  we'll  include 

2  excavation,  and  we'll  assume  that  there  is  off-site 
?     -posal  of  that  soil.    We'll  also  assume 

l-vapor  extraction  would  be  a  possibility.  Then 

5  we'll  assume  natural  attenuation.    And  this  gives 

6  us  a  spectrum  of  the  possible  remedial  actions. 

7  You  can  do  everything  from  the  very  aggressive,  go 

8  in  and  dig  it  out  right  now  approach,  to  treat  it 

9  in  place,  to  just  let  it  naturally  attenuate. 

10  So  the  model  will  actually  take  this  and 

11  convert  it  into  what's  called  a  decision 

12  hierarchy.   We  already  have  one  made,  so  we'll  just 

13  go  ahead  and  put  that  together  for  you. 

14  It  has  the  goals  on  the  left-hand  side.  The 

15  criteria  you  come  up  with  in  the  middle,  and  then 

16  the  alternatives  you  come  up  with  along  the 

17  right-hand  side. 

18  The  next  step  is  to  go  ahead  and  decide  which 

19  of  these  criteria  are  most  important  to  you.  You 

20  may  decide  that  time  is  more  important  than  cost, 

21  if  you  have  some  pressing  needs  to  get  the  site 

22  reused  immediately.    Or  you  may  decide,  especially 

23  if  you're  a  member  living  in  this  neighborhood, 

24  that  truck  traffic  may  be  the  most  important  thing 

25  to  you.    And  so  this  is  where  a  lot  of  discussion 
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1  So  what  we've  done  is  gone  ahead  and  put  in 

2  some  estimates  of  the  time  it  would  actually  take 

3  to  do  excavation  and  off-site  disposal.    We  have 

4  our  center,  we  assumed  it  would  about  a  year,  but 

5  it  could  take  as  little  as  six  months,  it  could 

6  take  as  long  as  two  years.    So  that  information  is 

7  contained  in  the  model. 

8  We've  done  something  similar  for  SVE.  It 

9  could  range  from  two  to  six  years,  and  again,  for 

10  natural  attenuation,  it  could  range  from  ten  to  20 

11  years. 

12  If  we  do  a  similar  process  for  costs,  these 

13  are  in  millions  of  dollars.    We  assumed  excavation 

14  would  cost  about  five  million,  SVE  would  be  three, 

15  and  natural  attenuation  might  be  one.    And  again, 

16  we  have  uncertainty  ranges  around  all  of  those 

17  criteria. 

18  The  last  criteria  we  considered  was  the  truck 

19  traffic  through  the  neighborhood.    And  one  of  the 

20  things  about  selecting  these  criteria  is  that  they 

21  all  have  to  be  measurable  in  some  way.    They  also 
2?  to  allow  you  to  discriminate  between  the 

23  .ernatives.    So  we  thought  with  truck  traffic, 

24  we'll  measure  that  by  the  number  of  trips  you  might 

25  have  to  take  through  the  neighborhood.    So  with 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


TinyTran 

CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 

34 

1  comes  into  play  as  the  different  participants  have 

2  input  as  to  how  they  want  those  criteria  weighted. 

3  So  right  now  we  just  have  everything  weighted 

4  equally.    Would  anyone  like  to  take  a  stab  at 

5  shifting  those  weights  around? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    How  about 

7  making  truck  traffic  less,  because  that's 

8  temporary. 

9  MS.  MCDERMOTT:    Okay.    And  right  now 

10  these  are  all  just  on  a  scale  from  one  to  ten.  One 

11  being  not  important  at  all,  and  ten  being  most 

12  important.    How  about  cost  and  time?   Do  those  look 

13  okay? 

14  Once  you  have  your  criteria  weights  in,  then 

15  you  can  go  ahead  and  score  each  of  your 

16  alternatives  as  to  how  well  it  does  with  each  of 

17  those  criteria.    So  if  we  look  at  the  time  issue  -- 

18  we've  already  plugged  in  some  numbers  --  we 

19  estimated  that  excavating,  you  could  probably  do 

20  that  in  a  year,  whereas,  soil  vapor  extraction 

21  might  take  three,  natural  attenuation  might  take 

22  15.    But  of  course,  no  matter  how  hard  you  try, 

23  these  are  still  just  estimates.    There's  a  lot  of 

24  uncertainty  in  these  estimates,  and  we  can  actually 

25  take  that  into  account  in  the  model. 
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1  natural  attenuation  you  wouldn't  have  any  truck 

2  traffic  at  all.    For  soil  vapor  extraction  you 

3  might  have  a  little  bit,  hauling  off  the  soil  that 

4  you  might  have  excavated  while  you  were  laying  your 

5  pipeline,  or  bringing  in  gravel  or  backfill,  or 

6  anything  else.    The  big  ones  would  be  excavate  and 

7  off-site  disposal. 

8  Again,  we  have  uncertainty  around  the 

9  estimate  for  excavation  and  for  soil  vapor 

10  extraction.    For  excavation  we  estimated  between 

11  500  and  1000  trips.    For  natural  attenuation 

12  there's  none,  because  it's  zero.    For  soil  vapor 

13  extraction  it  could  range  from  30  to  80. 

14  Once  you  get  all  that  information  in,  you  can 

15  actually  look  at  what  the  model  puts  out.    The  way 

16  the  model  stands  right  now,  it  looks  as  though  soil 

17  vapor  extraction  would  be  the  way  to  go,  followed 

18  by  excavation  and  off-site  disposal,  and  natural 

19  attenuation  finishing  quite  a  ways  back. 

20  You  can  also  see  what  components  when  into 

21  making  those  decision  scores.    What  this  shows  you 

22  is  the  height  of  each  column  shows  how  well  that 

23  alternative  performed  on  that  criteria.    So  for 

24  example,  for  the  blue  bar,  that's  the  time 

25  criteria,  so  excavation  and  off-site  disposal  did 
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1  very  well  on  that  criteria  because  it's  a  short 

2  time  frame.    Whereas,  natural  attenuation  did 

3  poorly  because  it  could  take  a  very  long  time. 

4  Similarly,  for  truck  traffic,  excavation  did  very 

5  poorly  because,  obviously,  that's  the  one  with  the 

6  major  amount  of  truck  trips.    Whereas,  natural 

7  attenuation  did  very  well  because  there  is 

8  essentially  no  truck  traffic. 

9  This  screen  actually  lets  you  do  a  bit  of 

10  reality  check  as  far  as  what  your  weights  were. 

11  What  this  does  is  it  shows  you  how  much  of  one 

12  criteria  you're  willing  to  give  up  in  order  to 

13  achieve  a  better  score  on  another  criteria.    And  to 

14  do  that,  for  example,  here,  for  one  million  dollars 

15  in  cost,  you're  willing  to  expedite  your  schedule 

16  1.25  years.    And  that  may  or  may  not  be  reasonable, 

17  depending  on  what  the  future  of  the  site  is.    If  it 

18  is  not  reasonable  you  could  say,  well,  maybe  our 

19  criteria  weights  weren't  really  the  way  they  should 

20  be,  and  you  can  go  back  and  adjust  it  and  see  if 

21  you  can  get  a  more  reasonable  result. 

22  To  expedite  the  schedule  by  one  year  you  are 

23  willing  to  have  an  additional  200  truck  trips 

24  through  the  neighborhood.    And  again,  that  may  or 

25  may  not  be  reasonable,  depending  on  what  else  is 
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1  going  on  at  the  site.    But  for  right  now,  we'll 

2  assume  these  are  all  reasonable  tradeoffs. 

3  You  can  also  take  a  look  and  see  what  your 

4  decision  is  sensitive  to.    In  this  case,  this  is 

5  for  the  truck  traffic  criteria.    Right  now  we  have 

6  a  fairly  low  priority  on  it.    The  top  line  is  the 

7  indicated  decision  at  that  priority.    So  right  now 

8  soil  vapor  extraction  is  on  top.    So  that  would  be 

9  your  best  decision.    But  if  you  click  on  this  red 

10  line  and  drag  it  to  the  right,  if  you  drag  it  all 

11  the  way  over  to  the  right,  you'll  see  that  all  of  a 

12  sudden  natural  attenuation  is  coming  up  on  top. 

13  And  that  makes  sense.    If  truck  traffic  is  the  most 

14  important  thing  to  you,  then  natural  attenuation  is 

15  the  thing  you  want  to  do,  because  then  you  would 

16  have  zero  traffic.    And  you  could  go  through  a 

17  similar  exercise  for  the  other  criteria,  as  well. 

18  For  time,  if  time  really  isn't  a  priority  for 

19  you  at  all,  then  natural  attenuation  comes  out  on 

20  top.    If  time  is  important  to  you,  then  you  want  to 

21  excavate.    Then  for  cost,  soil  vapor  extraction  is 

22  currently  on  top.    If  you  increase  your  priority 

23  for  cost,  natural  attenuation  comes  up  on  top. 

24  That  was  the  least  expensive  alternative. 

25  As  you  will  recall,  we  did  have  some 
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1  uncertainty  in  the  ratings  for  the  different 

2  alternatives.    The  model  does  allow  to  you  examine 

3  that  uncertainty  in  a  little  bit  more  detailed  cost 

4  estimate,  that  sort  of  work,  to  allow  you  to  reduce 

5  some  of  that  uncertainty. 

6  Similarly,  for  natural  attenuation,  the  big 

7  uncertainty  is  time.    You  might  be  able  to  run  some 

8  treatability  studies,  or  do  some  laboratory  testing 

9  and  try  and  reduce  that  uncertainty. 

10  So  that's  a  real  quick  overview  of  how  the 

11  model  works.    Are  there  any  questions  on  that? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    Well,  you 

13  mentioned  that  all  the  criteria  have  to  be 

14  measurable.    So  what  I'm  sort  of  missing  is  the 

15  criteria  of  effectiveness,  or  the  quality.  So 

16  then,  you  are  assuming  that  all  those  types  will 

17  then  essentially  get  everything  clean?    I  mean,  are 

18  they  all  at  the  same  scale  of  effectiveness? 

19  MS.  MCDERMOTT:    That  is  another 

20  criteria  you  could  add.    Most  of  them  we've  done  do 

21  have  criteria  for  effectiveness  or  uncertainty  in 

22  the  cost.    You  might  have  to  go  back  and  do  some 

23  additional  work  if  what  you  originally  planned 

24  isn't  quite  doing  the  job.    So  there  are  ways  to 

25  incorporate  that. 
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1  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    Is  there  any  way  to 

2  incorporate  out  rhythm?    For  example,  in  your 

3  natural  attenuation  you  have  a  capital  cost 

4  association  with  that,  but  if  that  goes  on  for  50 

5  years,  that  cost  goes  up,  and  it's  actually  yearly 

6  cost.    Can  you  then,  because  you've  shown  that 

7  natural  attenuation  was  time  dependent,  can  you 

8  equate  that  with  an  out  rhythm  for  costs,  because 

9  you  are  comparing  your  alternative  on  the  same 

10  basis? 

11  MS.  MCDERMOTT:    You  could  set  up  a 

12  scale  relating  your  cost  over  time,  so  that  if  for 

13  some  reason  it  ended  earlier  than  you  anticipated, 

14  or  later  than  you  anticipated,  you  could  measure 

15  the  effects. 

16  MR.  PERCELLA:    We've  gotten  fairly 

17  far  through  the  process,  and  we're  still  in  the 

18  framing  part  of  this  process.    What  this  slide 

19  shows  is  some  of  the  criteria  that  we 

20  brainstormed. 

21  We  spent  part  of  two  days  in  December  with 

22  all  of  the  stakeholders,  and  we  came  up  with  about 

23  21  different  criteria.    You  can  see  there's  a  long 

24  list  of  different  things,  and  someone  mentioned 

25  effectiveness.    Another  way  of  measuring 
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1  effectiveness  is  what  we've  done  here,  different 

2  ways  of  protecting  different  receptors.  Either 
?      logical,  human  health  or  protection  of 

k       ources.    You'll  also  notice  that  we  have 

5  different  ways  of  measuring  time,  cost.    There's  a 

6  number  of  reuse  types  of  criteria  that  we're 

7  looking  at  as  well,  both  interim  reuse  and 

8  long-term  reuse.    And  you  also  see  Doyle  Drive, 

9  too,  which  actually  cuts  in  between  the  two  former 

10  gas  stations. 

11  We've  also  spent  some  time  brainstorming 

12  alternatives  for  looking  at  nine  different 

13  alternatives  right  now.    At  this  point,  we're 

14  trying  to  gather  some  of  the  alternative  scores  and 

15  the  different  criteria  weights.    Next  week  we  hope 

16  to  be  meeting  with  all  the  stakeholders  again  to 

17  look  at  the  tradeoffs  for  the  first  time.  We'll 

18  load  all  this  information  into  a  model  and  begin 

19  assessing  where  we  are  and  where  we  need  to 

20  continue  with  this  process. 

21  We  then  will  put  this  all  together  in  a 

22  report,  which  we  are  planning  at  this  point  to 

23  issue  late  in  May  as  a  draft,  and  then  everybody 

24  will  get  a  chance  to  see  that.   We'll  be  adding 

25  parts  from  the  decision  model  output  into  the 
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1  report  as  an  appendix  so  that  we'll  have  a  record 

2  of  what's  been  done. 

3  So  in  summary,  what  we're  hoping  to 

4  accomplish  by  use  of  this  process  is  to  build 

5  consensus  among  the  stakeholders  about  what's  the 

6  right  decision.    We're  finding  that  this  is 

7  essentially  a  powerful  communication  tool  to  let 

8  the  different  stakeholders  understand  what's 

9  important  to  each  other,  and  try  and  figure  out 

10  what's  important  to  the  site,  because  we  can 

11  identify  some  of  the  key  issues.    Doug  mentioned  in 

12  today's  meeting  that  it  highlights  the  big 

13  questions,  and  I  think  that's  a  good  way  to  put  it, 

14  and  we  found  that  out  today. 

15  As  we  demonstrated,  you  could  quantify  some 

16  of  your  tradeoffs  and  also  the  uncertainty  that's 

17  involved  in  some  of  the  criteria,  and  possibly, 

18  some  of  the  decision.    And  I  hope  you've  gotten  a 

19  sense  of  some  of  the  real  time  aspects  of  this 

20  thing.    We  can  make  changes,  live,  and  see  the 

21  effects  right  away.    And  then  it  also  facilitates 

22  decision  documentation.    We  hope  by  that  type  of 

23  presentation  you'll  have  a  better  understanding  of 

24  what  we're  doing,  and  when  you  take  a  look  at  the 

25  corrective  action  plan,  you'll  understand  what's 
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1  involved  in  the  process. 

2  Then  lastly,  we  hope  that,  ultimately,  it 

3  saves  time  and  costs.    This  is  the  overall  time  and 

4  cost.    Because  sometimes  the  process  takes  a  lot  of 

5  energy  and  time  to  go  through,  but  in  the  end  we 

6  hope  that  we  can  come  to  a  decision  that  everybody 

7  agrees  with  and  make  sense  for  the  site.  Thank 

8  you.    Any  other  questions? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Why  don't  you 

10  just  show  them  what  we  did  for  231/207.    If  they 

11  look  at  the  ones  that  have  been  generated  for  the 

12  Buildings  231/207  site,  that's  what  we  generated 

13  right  there.    That's  what  we  came  up  with  for 

14  ours. 

15  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    How  do  you 

16  determine  the  weights  for  the  various  criteria? 

17  MS.  MCDERMOTT :    What  we've  done  so 

18  far  is  given  each  stakeholder  a  form  where  they  can 

19  rate  their  own  personal  view  of  the  criteria.  We 

20  haven't  analyzed  them  yet,  but  what  we'll  probably 

21  do  is  look  at  the  rates  and  the  averages  and  see 

27      -e  the  criteria  are,  where  there  are  significant 

23  .ferences,  and  their  opinions.    Those  we'll  need 

24  to  be  discussed  a  little  bit  more  as  a  group.  It's 

25  not  a  problem.    We  can  go  ahead  and  type  them  in. 
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1  Later  on  we  can  go  back  into  the  model  as  we  go  and 

2  make  changes,  and  also  decide  if  the  changes  affect 

3  the  decision  or  not. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  which 

5  stakeholders  have  had  input  into  the  model  so  far? 

6  MS.  MCDERMOTT:    So  far,  the  Park 

7  Service,  from  the  Regional  Board,  from  the  RAB  and 

8  from  the  Army,  and  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 

9  Engineers. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    And  who  do  you 

11  still  need  to  approach? 

12  MS.  MCDERMOTT:    We  actually  invited  a 

13  lot  more  people  than  that  at  the  beginning.  It 

14  seems  that  the  other  agency's  have  been  delegating 

15  the  possibilities  with  this  group  that  we've  been 

16  working  with  recently. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:  Who's 

18  representing  the  RAB? 

19  MS.  MCDERMOTT:    Doug  and  Mark  have 

20  been  participating. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  I  should  say 

22  about  the  participation,  we  have  been  going  to  the 

23  meetings,  but  we  absolutely  welcome  other  people  to 

24  come  to  those  meetings.    And  we're  going  to 

25  continue  --  when  we  get  into  the  discussions  of  the 
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1  various  criteria  and  how  to  weight  them,  it  is 

2  fairly  excruciating.    How  do  you  weigh  all  these 

3  things?   So  we're  trying  to  bring  that  information 

4  to  the  committee  meeting  and  get  the  feedback  and 

5  get  this  information  out  to  folks. 

6  Today  we  had  a  working  session  where  Mark  and 

7  I  worked  together  to  put  in  some  scores,  which  we 

8  haven't  shown  to  the  RAB  members  yet.    So  that 

9  information  will  come  back  to  you  at  a  committee 

10  meeting  so  you  can  say,  "You  guys  really  blew  it 

11  here,"  or  whatever.    Plus,  it  is  easy  enough  to 

12  change  the  numbers  as  we  go. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    I  would  just 

14  like  to  reiterate  one  point.    And  that  is,  again, 

15  the  whole  purpose  of  this  decision  model  is  to 

16  allow  as  many  stakeholders  as  possible  to  have 

17  ownership  of  the  decision  here.    So  we've  taken  an 

18  approach  that  is  a  complete  departure  from  what 

19  we've  done  in  the  past.    That  the  Army  is  not  going 

20  to  produce  this  document,  and  then  send  it  out  and 

21  have  everybody  look  at  it,  comment  on  it,  and  then 

22  we  go  through  months  and  months  of  back  and  forth 

23  changes,  do  this  and  this  and  this. 

24  In  this  situation,  the  stakeholders  are 

25  actually  sitting  at  the  table,  and  you  guys  are 
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1  comparison. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    That's  a  good 

3  point,  and  I  think  we'll  be  prepared  to  do  that. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    It's  an 

5  ultra-rational  model  and  you're  dealing  with  not 

6  necessarily  an  ultra-rational  public,  so  there  are 

7  still,  possibly,  going  to  be  some  conflicts,  I 

8  would  foresee.    So  being  able  to  have  a  complex 

9  model  like  this  is  a  nice  tool  to  explain,  but 

10  you're  going  to  have  to  be  able  to  "dumb"  it  down 

11  to  present  it.    Even  from  my  point  of  view,  this  is 

12  looking  pretty  complicated,  but  that's  something  I 

13  do  want  to  see. 

14  You  said  that  you  expect  to  have  this  assist 

15  you  in  producing  a  final  document  that  will 

16  incorporate  all  the  stakeholders'  point's  of  view. 

17  For  myself,  as  a  stakeholder,  I  would  feel  more 

18  enfranchised  if  I  could  have  some  sort  of  a  vote  in 

19  here,  voting  sheet  or  something,  so  that  you  can 

20  give  me  a  list  of  your  criteria  and  let  me  go  down 

21  it.   And  I  think  by  supplying  the  RAB  with  that 

22  information,  either  by  fax  or  Email,  this  might  be 

23  an  effective  method  to  help  us  vote. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's  a 

25  good  point.   And  what  we've  been  doing  is  utilizing 
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1  formulating  the  decision  on  how  to  clean  up  this 

2  site.    So  when  we  actually  publish  the  document, 

3  our  expectation  is  that  there's  not  going  to  be  a 

4  whole  lot  of  rebuttal  and  criticism,  because  you 

5  all  made  the  decision,  and  that's  the  whole 

6  objective  of  doing  this.    And  I  think  that  this  is 

7  a  great  process.    I  really  appreciate  what  Tanya 

8  and  John  are  doing  here,  and  all  the  input  that 

9  we've  received  from  the  stakeholders. 

10  So  we'll  continue  to  work  through  this  and 

11  hopefully  produce  a  document  that  is  going  to  meet 

12  with,  at  least,  the  maximum  amount  of  support  from 

13  the  most  amount  of  stakeholders,  and  that  it  will 

14  be  a  decision  that  will  provide  the  best  cleanup 

15  for  this  particular  site.    And  if  this  proves 

16  successful,  which  we  hope  that  it  will  at  this 

17  site,  then  we  would  look  to  use  this  approach  at 

18  our  other  sites,  as  well. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    David,  this  site 

20  could  be  a  model  for  using  this  process,  and  one 

21  thing  I'd  like  to  see  at  the  end  of  this  process  is 

22  some  assessment  of  the  cost,  just  additional 

23  administrative  expense,  in  generating  the  model  and 

24  working  with  the  various  stakeholders,  just  so  at 

25  the  end  of  the  day  we  can  have  a  point  of 
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1  two  RAB  members  that  have  been  participating,  Doug 

2  and  Mark,  to  do  that  through  your  own  committee 

3  meeting  organization.    And  I  understand,  up  to  this 

4  point,  they  have  presented  this  information  at 

5  committee  meetings,  and  that's  their  intent,  to 

6  present  some  scores  at  your  next  committee 

7  meeting. 

8  You're  going  to  have  every  opportunity  to 

9  provide  your  input,  and  to  enfranchise  yourself 

10  with  this  entire  process.    If  you  haven't  taken  the 

11  opportunity  to  do  that,  please  do,  because  that's 

12  what  we  want  you  to  do. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     In  order  to  do 

14  that,  I  think  your  group  has  to  support  Doug  and 

15  Mark  in  supplying  them  with  sheets,  or  some  kind  of 

16  information,  so  we  can  have  a  look  at  these 

17  criteria,  rather  than  have  to  redo,  probably, 

18  what's  already  on  the  program. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Uell,  they  have 

20  been.    And  they're  not  redoing  anything.    What  he's 

21  going  to  give  you  is  basically  what  their  input  is, 

22  and  he's  going  to  ask  you  guys.    Like  he  said  just 

23  a  few  minutes  ago,  do  you  think  we're  off  base  or 

24  are  we  on  target?    Here's  what  we  put  into  the 

25  model  during  the  meeting. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We  can  get  the 

2  extra  sheets  and  we  can  take  you  through  the  whole 

3  xess,  and  you  can  put  in  your  own  weights,  the 
k       jp  can  decide  if  we  want  to  average  all  of  our 

5  scores.    We  can  come  up  with  some  method  of 

6  integrating  our  scores. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    And  one 

8  follow-up  question.    I  ask  it  frequently,  and  I 

9  think  it's  something  that  EPA  is  particularly 

10  concerned  about.    How  is  the  decision  document 

11  going  to  go  through  the  process  of  evaluation  of 

12  the  nine  criteria?   And  if  it's  produced  by  PAL, 

13  the  computer,  is  that  going  to  fit? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Well,  one  of 

15  the  first  meetings  we  had,  we  actually  went  and  got 

16  the  code  of  federal  regulations  and  listed  the  nine 

17  criteria.    We  put  that  up  there  under  the  original 

18  major  criteria,  and  then  we  kind  of  massaged  that 

19  just  a  little  bit.    Because  some  of  the  nine  major 

20  criteria  --  we  had  to  expand  it,  and  look  at 

21  sub-criteria  of  that. 

22  If  you  look  at  the  criteria  and  sub-criteria, 

23  you  will  see  all  of  the  nine  criteria  that  are  part 

24  of  the  NCP  --  well,  this  is  not  a  CERCLA  site,  but 

25  understand  that  we  use  the  same  criteria. 

 RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING  

CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 

51 

1  the  goals  that  we've  already  established  here  for 

2  petroleum  sites?   And  the  answer  is,  yes,  they 

3  will.    But  based  on  these  criteria,  the  time  it 

4  takes  and  the  cost  that  it  might  take  to  get  it 

5  there  could  be  different.    And  that's  a  whole  part 

6  of  this  model,  or  the  whole  process  of  this  model, 

7  is  to  examine  all  of  those  established  situations. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  questions  on 

9  this  site,  or  the  process?    Leeann,  are  you  ready? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    As  everyone 

11  knows,  the  Selection  Committee  has  been  working  on 

12  outreach  to  the  community.   We've  invited  several 

13  of  the  candidates  here  tonight  to  attend  this 

14  meeting.    We  thought  it  would  be  a  good  idea  for 

15  them  to  see  firsthand  what  the  RAB  is  like,  and 

16  also  give  us,  the  committee,  and  other  members  on 

17  the  RAB,  to  meet  them.    So  we've  ask  a  couple  of 

18  the  candidates  to  say  a  few  words,  perhaps  some 

19  information  about  their  background  and  their 

20  interests  in  the  Presidio. 

21  MR.  SUBRAMANIAN:  Thank  you.  My  name 
27      ^avi  Subramanian.    My  education  background  is  in 

23  ,nitecture  and  planning.    My  work  background  is  I 

24  work  for  the  Coastal  Commission  as  an  analyst  in 

25  the  enforcement  unit,  state  wide.    So  the  Costal 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Are  you  more 

2  likely  to  use  one  number,  or  do  you  look  at  the 

3  range  of  numbers? 

4  MR.  PERCELLA:    Right  now  for  ego 

5  we're  looking  at  the  one  number.    And  we  discussed 

6  the  concept  for  human  health  for  looking  at  a 

7  range.    We  haven't  explored  it  very  far. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    All  the 

9  alternatives  that  we  showed,  we  actually  did  some 

10  early  up-front  screening,  and  everything  that  we've 

11  chosen  could  get  to  any  cleanup  number  that  we're 

12  trying  to  get  to,  it's  just  a  matter  of  time. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     If  you  could 

14  change  the  number  for  the  cleanup  standards,  you 

15  could  change  the  time,  or  you  could  change  the 

16  cost,  or  something  else  could  change. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Since  this  is  a 

18  petroleum  site  we  already  have  the  established 

19  standard.    I  mean,  we  have  petroleum  sites  all  over 

20  the  Presidio.    I  mean,  we  have  the  FPALDR  and  the 

21  NCRs.    We  have  these  aquatic  bioassays,  to  kind  of 

22  guide  us  on  what  the  cleanup  level  needs  to  be.  We 

23  look  at  these  various  alternatives  in  a  very 

24  preliminary  matter,  but  with  enough  analysis  to 

25  understand  that,  could  these  alternatives  achieve 
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1  Act  is  actually  functionally  equal  to  CEQA.    So  a 

2  lot  of  work  that  I  analyze,  or  that  I  participate 

3  in,  and  am  responsible  for  doing,  has  to  do  with 

4  very  similar  issues  which  the  Presidio  is 

5  contending  with. 

6  What  actually  brought  me  here  was  more  the 

7  interest  --  in  terms  of  the  Presidio  being  a  sort 

8  of  dynamic  site.    The  other  factor  being  that  the 

9  cleanup  activity  by  the  RAB  and  the  involvement  of 

10  so  many  organizations,  I  see  that  it's  also  a 

11  dynamic  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  something 

12  like  that,  and  primarily,  that's  why  I  applied  for 

13  this. 

14  MS.  ROMAN:    I'm  Eleanor  Roman.  I'm 

15  interested  in  working  towards  restoring  the 

16  Presidio  because  it  is  such  a  large  portion  of  San 

17  Francisco's  open  space.    I  am  a  San  Francisco 

18  resident,  and  have  been  for  almost  ten  years.  I'm 

19  interested  in  the  future  of  this  city. 

20  I  can  bring  substantive  knowledge  to  this 

21  position,  because  I'm  an  attorney  and  my  legal 

22  education  focused  on  environmental  law.    I  have 

23  worked  for  nonprofit  groups,  government  and 

24  industry,  so  I  am  used  to  working  with  a  variety  of 

25  people  with  different  interests  pursuing  one  goal. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

Page  13 


CLARK  REPORTING    <510)  486-0700 

53 

1  I'd  be  very  interested  in  the  position. 

2  MS.  TRAURIG:    Harriet  Traurig.  Thank 

3  you  very  much  for  inviting  me.    The  reason  I 

4  applied  is  because  it's  my  community,  and  I'm 

5  always  involved  in  my  community.    I  come  with  a 

6  different  set  of  background  materials.    I  work  as  a 

7  full-time  consultant  doing  about  20  years  of  work 

8  in  public  community  involvement  and  participation, 

9  primarily,  in  the  arts,  but  I  have  worked  on  large 

10  urban  projects,  urban  planning,  consensus  building 

11  and  development  issues.    I've  worked  both  as  the 

12  director  for  a  nonprofit  organization  and  I've  been 

13  on  the  boards  of  organizations. 

14  Currently,  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  I 

15  have  a  consulting  company  that  does  business 

16  management  and  public  participation  programming. 

17  So  what  I  bring  to  this  is  the  other  side  in 

18  building  consensus,  community  involvement,  and  25 

19  years'  worth  of  listening  to  both  sides.    I  would 

20  very  much  like  to  be  involved  in  this  project. 

21  Thank  you. 

22  MR.  YOUNG:    I'm  Andrew  Young.  My 

23  educational  background  is  in  anthropology.  I'm 

24  interested  in  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board 

25  because  both  my  wife  and  I  are  avid  users  of  the 
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1  Lucy  volunteered  to  make  the  calls  to  the  community 

2  members  to  find  out  if  we  have  11  votes,  and  then 

3  we  would  submit  that  slate,  if  it's  approved,  to 

4  the  BRAC  people.    So  what  we  were  hoping  for,  is 

5  within  two  weeks,  by  the  next  committee  meeting,  to 

6  have  everything  finalized. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    How  many 

8  vacancies  are  there? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Five.    But  we're 

10  not  sure  if  we  would  fill  them  all  at  this  point. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Looks  like  we're 

12  at  a  good  time  for  a  break.    Thank  you 

13  < Recess) 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Rich  Johns  will 

15  give  a  presentation  on  the  Nike  Facility. 

16  MR.  JOHNS:    I  want  to  give  just  a 

17  brief  status  --  a  little  presentation  on  the 

18  hydraulic  fluid  removal  project  at  the  Nike 

19  facilities  that  we're  just  getting  started  with. 

20  What  I'd  like  to  do  is  provide  a  brief  summary  of 

21  the  current  site  conditions,  a  preliminary  overview 

22  of  our  planned  remediation. 

23  We're  just  getting  started  on  the  workplan, 

24  so  some  of  this  stuff  is  subject  to  change,  but  I'm 

25  going  to  keep  it  basic  enough  that  I  shouldn't  get 
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1  recreational  facilities  here. 

2  My  wife  is  currently  working  on  the  Presidio 

3  at  the  USDA  Research  Facility,  and  I  have  a 

4  background  in  marksmanship  and  flying.    I  started  a 

5  marksmanship  program  when  I  was  in  school  and  I 

6  continue  to  participate. 

7  I  have  years  of  experience  in  organizing 

8  grassroots  and  volunteer  services.    I  am  very  good 

9  at  leading  or  getting  people  together  from  various 

10  backgrounds,  understanding  their  concerns  and 

11  motivating  them  to  reach  their  collective  goals. 

12  All  of  you  here  tonight  really  impressed  me. 

13  You  have  set  a  good  example  for  community  service. 

14  I  look  forward  to  contributing  my  share  to  the 

15  Restoration  Advisory  Board,  and  I  thank  you  for 

16  inviting  me. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    The  way  the 

18  Selection  Committee  was  going  to  proceed,  there 

19  were  a  couple  of  other  candidates  who  couldn't  make 

20  it  to  tonight's  meeting,  so  basically,  we'd  like  a 

21  few  more  days  to  come  up  with  our  slate.    And  we 

22  would  like  to  submit  it  by  fax  and  Email  to  the 

23  community  members  of  the  RAB. 

24  It's  our  understanding  that  there  are  21 

25  community  members,  so  a  majority  vote  is  required. 
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1  into  any  of  the  details,  or  complex  details,  and 

2  provide  a  schedule  for  the  implementation  and 

3  preparation  of  the  workplan  and  implementation  of 

4  the  cleanup  work. 

5  For  the  folks,  there  is  a  copy  of  this 

6  presentation  that  was  handed  out  with  the 

7  information.    For  the  folks  who  aren't  familiar 

8  with  the  Nike  facilities  --  I  know  a  group  of  the 

9  RAB  members  did  a  tour  over  on  the  Marin 

10  Headlands.    We've  got  a  facility  that  has  been 

11  restored  and  is  being  operated,  you  can  go  on  tour 

12  and  get  a  feel  for  what  the  operations  were  like. 

13  I'll  go  over  briefly  what  the  facility  did, 

14  how  they  operated.    These  were  sometimes  called  the 

15  Nike  silos,  and  that's  not  the  appropriate  term, 

16  because  missiles  weren't  fired  out  this  bunker, 

17  they  were  actually  just  stored  there.    The  missiles 

18  were  stored  along  side.    When  they  wanted  to  bring 

19  one  out  and  fire  it  off,  they  dropped  the  elevator 

20  doors,  rolled  the  missiles  onto  the  elevator  deck, 

21  it  raised  it  up  to  ground  surface,  then  it  was 

22  stood  up  and  fired  from  the  surface. 

23  The  hydraulics  used  to  operate  the  doors  and 

24  the  elevator  deck  are  what  has  caused  our  problem. 

25  The  magazines  haven't  been  used  for  some  30  years, 
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1  and  since  they  are  not  a  water-tight  box, 

2  groundwater  has  been  allowed  to  seep  into  them. 

3  -<raulic  oil,  that's  either  in  tanks  or  in  the 
<,       is,  wasn't  drained  out  before  they  went  into 

5  disuse,  and  has  leaked  out  and  now  can  be  found  as 

6  a  floating  layer  on  the  groundwater  inside  the 

7  magazines. 

8  Current  conditions.    We're  monitoring  the 

9  water  level  in  these  magazines  on  a  weekly  basis, 

10  so  during  the  raining  season  we  don't  have  the 

11  potential  for  water  spilling  out  and  having  this 

12  hydraulic  oil  spread  over  a  larger  area. 

13  Current  water  level.    There's  three 

14  magazines.    The  water  level  ranges  from  four  feet 

15  below  the  top  of  the  magazines,  or  the  ground 

16  surface  is  down  to  12  feet  below  ground  surface. 

17  They're  on  different  elevations  on  a  hillside, 

18  which  causes  that  difference. 

19  We're  estimating  there's  about  600,000 

20  gallons  of  water  in  three  magazines.    Like  I  said, 

21  the  source  of  the  hydraulic  fuel  was  the  system 

22  that  was  fueled  by  270-gallon  storage  tanks. 

23  Again,  we  have  seen  a  visible  layer  of  hydraulic 

24  fluid  on  the  water  surface  in  all  three  magazines. 

25  Last  year  we  collected  a  sample  of  the  fluid, 
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1  washers  to  clean  all  the  oil  off  all  the  interior, 

2  remove  any  debris  that  might  be  located  inside. 

3  Again,  that  water  will  be  pumped  through  an 

4  oil -water  separator.    It  will  go  directly  into 

5  storage  tanks  and  allow  us  to  analyze  and  verify 

6  that  it  stills  meets  the  discharge  requirements 

7  before  that  water  is  discharged.    Then  we  will 

8  perform  a  visual  inspection  of  the  magazine's 

9  interior  to  verify  that  we've  got  adequate 

10  cleanliness. 

11  Oh,  I  did  miss  a  step.    Once  we've  got  the 

12  magazines  cleaned  out,  we  need  to  remove  the  source 

13  of  the  hydraulic  oil  to  make  sure  that  we  don't 

14  have  that  problem  return.    So  we'll  drain  any 

15  remaining  contents  from  the  storage  tanks  and 

16  piping.    We'll  either  remove  or  drain  the  hydraulic 

17  rams,  whichever  is  most  expeditious,  and  flush  any 

18  remaining  system  to  get  any  residual  hydraulic 

19  fluid  out.    Any  of  those  remaining  wastes  will  be 

20  characterized  for  disposal  or  recycling,  as 

21  appropriate.    Then  we  will  work  with  the  Park 

2?       'ice  to  secure  the  magazines  and  make  sure  we 

23  .  address  any  safety  concerns  that  might  remain. 

24  BOARDHEMBER  O'HARA:    What  testing 

25  have  you  done  to  determine  how  the  water  is 
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1  analyzed  it  for  PCBs,  that's  sometimes  a  common 

2  additive  to  hydraulic  fluid  to  improve  their 

3  proprieties.    The  sample  we  analyzed  indicated  that 

4  there  weren't  any  PCBs  present  in  that  oil. 

5  Cleaning  process.    This  basically  has  three 

6  steps.    One,  is  we  need  to  remove  that  water. 

7  The  second  step  would  be  that  once  the  water 

8  is  removed,  to  get  the  residual  hydraulic  fluid 

9  cleaned  out  of  the  interior  of  the  magazine,  and 

10  basically,  disposal  of  all  those  waste  streams  and 

11  secure  the  magazines. 

12  Our  intention  will  be  to  remove  the  water. 

13  Run  it  through  an  oil-water  separator,  and 

14  discharge  it  to  the  City  and  County  of  San 

15  Francisco's  sanitary  sewer  system.    To  allow  us  to 

16  do  that,  we'll  have  to  collect  samples  of  the 

17  water.    There's  a  suite  of  analytes  they  asked  us 

18  to  run  so  they  can  accept  that  water  for 

19  discharge.    I'm  pretty  confident  that  with  just 

20  hydraulic  fluid  there  shouldn't  be  any  problem 

21  gaining  that  acceptance. 

22  Once  the  majority  of  the  water  has  been 

23  removed,  we'll  have  to  establish  a  sump  to  collect 

24  any  wash  water.    That's  when  our  folks  will 

25  actually  enter  the  magazines  and  use  pressure 
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1  migrating  into  the  magazines?   And  when  the  water 

2  recedes,  how  can  you  be  sure  that  hydraulic  fluid 

3  isn't  migrating  out  of  the  magazine  along  with  the 

4  water? 

5  MR.  JOHNS:    There's  a  quarterly 

6  monitoring  program  going  on  at  the  Nike  facility, 

7  where  groundwater  monitoring  wells  are  being 

8  sampled,  and  those  samples  are  being  analyzed  for  a 

9  whole  suite  of  analytes,  and  the  different  ranges 

10  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  are  part  of  that 

11  analysis.    So  while  we  can't  really  say,  there's  no 

12  way  for  hydraulic  fluid  not  to  seep  out  of  the 

13  magazines,  this  monitoring  program  would  detect  if 

14  there  is  an  impact  to  the  groundwater. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Have  you  gotten 

16  any  hits  yet? 

17  MR.  JOHNS:    There  have  been  some 

18  sporadic  detections  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  in 

19  some  groundwater  samples.    And  it  occurs  not  every 

20  quarter.    We  were  reviewing  the  data  a  couple  of 

21  days  ago,  and  Montgomery/Watson,  who  does  the 

22  quarterly  groundwater  monitoring,  has  been  paying 

23  very  close  attention  to  the  results  and  comparing 

24  chromatographs  with  what  you  would  see,  a  typical 

25  standard  for  hydraulic  fluid.    So  they  have  been 
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1  watching  that  very  closely  and  they  have  not  seen 

2  any  indication  that  these  sporadic  petroleum 

3  hydrocarbons  hits  have  been  any  indication  of  a 

4  hydraulic  fluid  released  from  the  magazines. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Because  the 

6  hydrocarbons  are  not  hydraulic  fluids,  or  -- 

7  MR.  JOHNS:    They  don't  match  what  you 

8  would  see  in  the  typical  chromatographs.    I'm  not  a 

9  chemist,  so  I'm  a  little  out  of  my  league  on  this, 

10  but  they  are  not  representative  of  a  hydraulic 

11  fluid. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  is  the 

13  estimated  cost  to  get  to  this  final  point? 

14  Secondly,  what's  done  to  secure  the  magazines? 

15  MR.  JOHNS:    What  the  Army  is  going  to 

16  do,  is  secure  any  accesses  we  need  to  make  this 

17  work.    And  we  may  have  to  raise  the  elevator,  the 

18  access  hatches,  or  potentially,  cut  holes  in  them, 

19  if  that's  a  better  way  to  do  it. 

20  The  Army  wi 1 1  put  back  what  we  have  had  to 

21  undo  to  get  this  work  done.    I  would  anticipate  at 

22  that  time  we  would  work  with  the  Park  Service.  Any 

23  additional  steps  that  can  be  taken,  such  as 

24  replacing  plating  over  rust  boxes,  we  could 

25  facilitate  making  that  happen. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  are  you 

2  estimating  the  cost  to  get  to  that  point? 

3  MR.  JOHNS:    We're  looking  at 

4  approximately  $200,000.    That  will  be  finalized 

5  more  when  we  get  to  the  workplan. 

6  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    Have  you  looked 

7  into  discharging  the  water  directly  into  the  sewer 

8  instead  of  running  it  through  the  water  separator? 

9  I  think  the  City  has  some  pretty  tough  discharge 

10  standards. 

11  MR.  JOHNS:    We  will  explore  that, 

12  yes. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Two  points. 

14  We  looked  at  the  plans  again,  and  the  sump  pumps  on 

15  the  bottom  of  the  magazines  discharge  to  a 

16  drainpipe.    And  the  drainpipe,  it's  not  really 

17  clear  where  they  went  to  outside.    Is  it  possible 

18  these  drainpipes  are  draining  water  out  to  the 

19  surface  and  they  seep  along  the  side  of  the 

20  embankment,  or  something  like  that?    In  other 

21  words,  the  sump  pumps  discharged  water  out  a 

22  drainpipe  from  the  magazines.    I  don't  think  we 

23  ever  talked  about  where  those  drainpipes  go  to. 

24  MR.  JOHNS:    That's  something  we  need 

25  to  look  at. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Is  it  possible 

2  that  hydraulic  fluid  could  be  coming  out  of  a 

3  drainpipe  along  the  side  of  the  embankment 

4  somewhere,  a  seep  that's  never  been  sampled,  or 

5  something  like  that? 

6  The  second  point  was  that,  I  know  Scott 

7  Miller  works  in  salvaging  metal,  so  is  it  possible 

8  to  salvage  the  metal  in  this  magazine  at  the  same 

9  time  the  work  is  going  on  and  defray  some  of  the 

10  cost  of  doing  the  work?    I  mean,  the  elevator  doors 

11  --  I  mean,  the  ram  is  like  28  feet  long,  I  think. 

12  MR.  JOHNS:    It  would  be  a  tradeoff  of 

13  the  cost  of  actually  removing  it,  versus  the 

14  salvage  value.    My  gut  feeling  would  be  what  we 

15  would  leave  in  place  is  probably  going  to  be  more 

16  cost  effective. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Is  it  possible 

18  that  this  metal  is  going  to  have  to  be  removed  some 

19  day  anyway?    Is  this  metal  a  source  of 

20  contamination?   At  one  time  there  was  talk  of  this 

21  metal  being  a  source  of  antimony  contamination. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  believe  you're 

23  right,  that  there  was  some  detection  of  some 

24  antimony. 

25  MR.  JOHNS:    That  was  discussed  a  bit 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


1  in  the  RI. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  mean,  this 

3  metal  has  to  be  taken  out  some  day,  for  some 

4  reason,  this  might  be  an  opportune  time  to  do  it, 

5  and  recover  some  cost. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Do  you  think 

7  the  water  will  be  equally  high,  the  standing  water, 

8  a  year  from  now,  assuming  the  weather  conditions 

9  are  the  same?   And  secondly,  this  project  doesn't 

10  address  the  possibility  of  lead-paint  flakes  and 

11  asbestos  from  within  the  magazines  getting  into  the 

12  water  and  seeping  out.    Have  either  of  those  been 

13  considered,  or  do  you  know? 

14  MR.  JOHNS:    We  discussed  the  asbestos 

15  and  lead-base  paint.    And  the  Army's  position  is  if 

16  those  present  a  hazard,  for  instance,  if  we  have 

17  severe  peeling  of  lead-base  paint,  we  will  take 

18  care  of  addressing  those  hazards  during  this  work. 

19  We  would  anticipate  that  we  would  go  in  and  remove 

20  all  lead-base  paint. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Would  the  water 

22  be  as  high  a  year  from  now? 

23  MR.  JOHNS:    Unless  there  is  some 

24  active  means  to  control  the  water,  I  don't  see  any 

25  way  to  prevent  it  from  reentering  these  magazines. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else? 

2  MR.  JOHNS:    Thank  you  very  much. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Item  No.  6.A., 
k       £us  Reports. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  was  thinking 

6  that,  Brian,  you're  the  best  one  to  report  on  our 

7  Crissy  Field  RAP  update. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Many  of  you 

9  have  been  at  meetings  where  we  talk  a  little  bit 

10  about  what's  happening  in  the  Crissy  Field  final 

11  RAP.    Just  a  background. 

12  You'll  recall  last  October  a  draft  RAP  was 

13  published  by  the  Army.    There  was  considerable 

14  comments  on  that  draft  RAP  and  a  Responsiveness 

15  Summary  was  then  issued  by  the  Army  in  December 

16  which  reflected  changes  or  modifications  to  the 

17  remedies  that  were  originally  proposed  in  October. 

18  As  I  think  Michael  talked  about  one  or  two 

19  RAP  meetings  ago,  there  were  some  administrative 

20  concerns  and  some  regulatory  concerns  with  the 

21  process  that's  been  followed.    To  pull  all  the 

22  loose  ends  together,  and  to  better  document  the 

23  process  to  this  point,  the  Army  is  preparing  a 

24  final  RAP  and  revised  Responsiveness  Summary  which 

25  will  be  the  document  that  the  state  is  approving 
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1  for  the  preferred  remedies  for  Crissy  Field.  I 

2  have  been  working  with  the  Army  to  prepare  those 

3  documents,  prepare  a  revised  response  to  comments, 

4  and  address  the  new  comments  that  have  been  issued 

5  by  various  people  on  the  Responsiveness  Summary. 

6  And  so  that  document  will  go  through  and 

7  provide  supplemental  information  that's  been  asked 

8  for  by  the  regulatory  agencies,  such  as,  additional 

9  analysis  of  ARARs,  or  applicable  requirements  for 

10  the  selected  remedies  for  Crissy  Field.    It  will 

11  provide  supplemental  evaluation,  and  readdress  the 

12  comments  which  were  not  fully  addressed  before. 

13  This  document  will  come  together  at  the  end 

14  of  this  month  or  early  April,  which  will  then  be 

15  signed  and  work  will  then  begin.    There  will  be 

16  some  additional  characterization,  but 

17  fundamentally,  they  are  not  going  to  change  from 

18  what  we've  seen  at  this  point. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Does  it  keep 

20  the  project  on  schedule? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    There  could 

22  be  some  delay.    We're  trying  to  work  through 

23  exactly  when  the  document  will  be  submitted  to  the 

24  state  before  it  is  submitted  for  signature.  I'm 

25  not  sure  at  what  point  that  schedule  comes  up,  it 
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1  will  be  very  close,  and  maybe  Bruce  can  give  you  a 

2  date  when  the  work  would  begin  on  Crissy  Field. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  anticipate 

4  the  first  or  second  week  of  April.    And  we  will 

5  achieve  to  complete  everything  by  the  beginning  of 

6  August  for  all  the  sites  on  Crissy  Field,  which  is 

7  in  line  with  GGNRA's  schedule. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  back  to 

9  your  question.    I  would  project  that  Romy  talked 

10  about  being  able  to  have  the  document  signed  by  the 

11  first  or  second  week  in  September,  so  they  are 

12  right  together. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Other 

14  questions  on  the  RAP?   Okay,  the  DEH  discussions. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  could  go  at 

16  some  length  on  this.    I  think  it  has  been  a  while 

17  since  you  have  heard  about  the  DEH  remediation,  so 

18  I'll  go  into  a  more  little  depth. 

19  We  started  complete  remediation  activities  in 

20  the  DEH  area  at  four  different  sites  in  December. 

21  We  remediated  or  removed  approximately  80  to  90 

27       -;ent  of  the  soil,  and  at  that  point,  ran  out  of 

23  (ding.    So  we  were  essentially  on  a  holding 

24  pattern  since  early  January,  due  to  funding. 

25  At  the  same  time  we  were  having  some 
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1  difficulty  with  our  analytical  laboratory  in 

2  retrieving  data,  and  that  has  caused  a  slowdown. 

3  Currently  we're  in  the  process  of  looking  at  that 

4  data,  identifying  where,  if  any,  samples  have 

5  exceeded  levels,  or  if  the  data  may  be  invalid  or 

6  unusable,  so  we're  in  that  process  right  now. 

7  I  have  asked  the  contractor  to  come  forward 

8  with  their  recommendations  as  to  where  we  may  need 

9  additional  samples,  or  where  locations  of  sample 

10  data  is  unusable.    I  estimate  that  I'll  see  that  in 

11  about  another  week. 

12  We  still  have  two  buildings  where  we  know  for 

13  certain  we  have  additional  soil  that  needs  to  be 

14  removed.    One  of  them  is  Building  269,  and  that  is 

15  primarily  a  petroleum  source.    We're  estimating 

16  approximately  75  tons  of  soil  that  still  needs  to 

17  be  removed  from  that  location. 

18  The  other  location  is  Building  286,  where 

19  we're  looking  at,  primarily,  inorganics  or  metals. 

20  And  we  estimate  approximately  250  tons  that  needs 

21  to  be  removed  from  that  location.    There  is  a  tree 

22  line  where  we  have  encountered  pesticides  going 

23  into  that  tree  line,  and  that  is  the  approximate 

24  boundary  of  the  Presidio's  park. 

25  We're  looking,  or  we're  trying  to  speak  with 
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1  the  representatives  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco, 

2  to  discuss  the  objection  of  removing  those  trees, 

3  or  saving  those  trees,  while  at  the  same  time  we're 

4  exploring  the  option  of  cleanup  to  an  acceptable 

5  level,  or  I  should  say,  that  would  still  be  an 

6  acceptable  level,  and  we're  exploring  that  with 

7  DTSC. 

8  During  that  time  we  are  looking  at  other 

9  sources  of  funds.    I  have  redirected  some  funds 

10  from  a  different  project  here  at  the  Presidio  to 

11  complete  the  evaluation  that  the  other  contractors 

12  are  undergoing,  having  to  do  with  the  data,  and 

13  coming  up  with  recommendations  to  complete  the 

14  program.    If  all  goes  well,  we're  hoping  the 

15  excavation  activities  will  be  completed  mid  to  late 

16  April,  and  that  we  have  completed  site  restoration 

17  by  the  middle  of  May. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Have  you  done 

19  any  sampling  on  the  east  side  of  that  tree  line? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    No,  I  don't 

21  believe  so. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  did  from  the 

23  RI.    We  got  permission  to  sample  off  post  out  there 

24  where  the  San  Francisco  Youth  Club  is,  and  that 

25  little  grassy  area.    We  sampled  out  there  a  couple 
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1  of  years  ago.    The  only  thing  we  found  was  right 

2  along  the  tree  line,  nothing  beyond  that. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    So  you  sampled 

4  on  the  western  sides  of  the  entry  road  and  the  -- 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    And  you  got  hits 

7  on  the  western  side  of  the  road  and  nothing  on  the 

8  east  side  of  the  road;  correct? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Correct. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    One  other 

11  question.    In  the  soil  that  you  removed  from  the 

12  various  locations,  how  far  down  did  you  go? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    It  varied  across 

14  different  sites.    In  some  areas  it  was  one  foot, 

15  two  feet,  and  down  five,  six  feet  in  depth. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    And  so  you  are 

17  going  to  be  taking  from  one  or  two  sites.    How  far 

18  down  are  you  going  to  go  to  take  it  out? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I'm  not 

20  certain.    It  won't  be  any  greater  than  five  or  six 

21  feet.    More  than  likely  they'll  take  out  a  foot  at 

22  a  time  in  any  of  these  areas  and  collect  additional 

23  samples  to  see  if  we  reach  our  cleanup  goal. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Are  you  going  to 

25  dispose  of  the  soil  you  are  taking  out,  or  are  you 
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1  accumulating  it  on  site? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  soil  is 

3  disposed  of  immediately  upon  removal. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    And  what  are  you 

5  using  to  replace  it,  if  anything? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  We're 

7  coordinating  with  the  Park  Service.  Their 

8  intention  is  that  they're  going  to  have  excessive 

9  soil  from  the  wetlands  and  restoration  activities. 

10  They  have  asked  us,  in  some  instances,  not  to 

11  backfill  where  there  may  be  a  hole  or  an  excavation 

12  open,  it  may  cause  a  danger  or  safety  problem. 

13  We'll  probably  backfill  that,  or  in  some  instances, 

14  grade  the  sides  down,  depending  on  the  depth. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    What  is  the 

16  process  that  you're  going  through  at  the  present 

17  time  to  determine  what  will  happen  to  that  tree 

18  line? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Well,  we're 

20  doing  two  things.    One,  evaluating  the  option  of 

21  adjusting  the  cleanup  goal.    And  also,  we  need  to 

22  speak  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  find  out  if 

23  they're  even  open  to  having  the  tree  removed.  They 

24  may  be  happy  with  the  deed  restriction.    I  don't 

25  think  that's  the  Army's  preference,  but  we  need  to 
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1  look  at  all  of  the  options  for  that  situation. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Thank  you. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    What's  the 

4  nature  of  the  soil  closure  requirements  that  are 

5  mentioned  in  the  project  Status  Report? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     It  will  report 

7  on  all  of  our  removal  activities.    It  will  identify 

8  that  the  cleanup  goals  were  reached,  the  quantities 

9  of  soil,  where  they  were  trucked  to;  standard 

10  information.    Tables  of  data,  maps,  figures,  that 

11  kind  of  thing. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    Is  that  part 

13  of  a  decision  or  part  of  the  record? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    It's  a  report  on 

15  the  remediation  activities.    Generally,  it's  not 

16  something  a  regulator  signs  off  on,  but  they  will 

17  review  the  report  and  provide  a  letter  of 

18  acceptance. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    It's  not  a 

20  document  that  we  send  out  and  request  the  state  to 

21  sign  it.    It's  just  a  report  describing  and  telling 

22  them,  here's  what  we  did  at  this  site.    We  say, 

23  "We're  done,  please  look  at  our  report  and 

24  validate  that  we  accomplished  our  objective  here." 

25  They'll  send  us  back  a  letter  saying,  we've 
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1  reviewed  your  site  closure  report,  you've  met  the 

2  requirements  of  the  remedial  action  plan,  you've 
?       all  your  requirements  as  stipulated  in  your 

<,      .adial  action  workplan.    And  then  there's  usually 

5  some  caveat  that  we'll  retain  the  right  to  come 

6  back  and  examine  the  site  if  we  need  to.    But  at 

7  that  point,  it  would  be  available  for  full  reuse. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Those  trees 

9  provide  a  significant  wind  break. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    No  one  is 

11  talking  about  taking  all  those  trees  down.  It's 

12  mostly  those  trees,  the  smaller  trees,  on  the  north 

13  side  by  the  water.    If  you  go  out  there  and  look, 

14  much  of  them  are  the  smaller,  although,  very  old 

15  Monterey  -- 

16  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    In  back  of  that 

17  water  treatment  plant? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Yes. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    We're  not 

20  talking  about  the  80  footers.    Those  aren't  even 

21  impacted  by  the  pesticide  contamination  in  the  root 

22  system.    It's  just  a  handful  of  trees  that  are 

23  about  halfway  between  the  Marina  Gate  and  the 

24  shoreline.    The  ones  that  are  on  the  northern  half 

25  of  that  are  the  ones  that  are  in  question. 
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1  Roberta,  from  the  Park  Service,  is 

2  spearheading  the  coordination  to  get  a  meeting  set 

3  up  with  a  couple  of  folks  from  the  City  to  have 

4  them  sit  down  and  talk.    We've  been  trying  to  get 

5  some  response  from  them  for  the  past  month  and  a 

6  half  to  no  avail.    We're  kind  of  stepping  up 

7  efforts  to  turn  the  heat  up  on  them  and  have  them 

8  sit  down  at  the  table  and  address  this  issue  to  try 

9  and  get  something  in  writing,  so  that  they 

10  understand  the  full  nature  of  the  situation,  so 

11  that  we  can  take  the  appropriate  action. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I 'm  glad  to  hear 

13  that  you're  not  talking  about  those  Eucalyptus 

14  trees. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    We  are  not. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Thank  you. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  think 

18  there  may  be  one  or  two  of  those  Eucalyptus. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Who  are  you 

20  contacting  in  the  City? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    There's  a  guy 

22  named,  Mike  Moreland. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Can  we  get  a 

24  report  from  Leeann  if  the  trucks  are  covered  this 

25  month? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    I  didn't  see  any 

2  go  by. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    We  were 

4  wondering  why  it  is  necessary  to  remove  the  trees? 

5  I  mean,  it  seems  unfortunate  that  the  contamination 

6  has  reached  them,  but  if  they're  still  living,  why 

7  does  remediation  involve  removing  the  trees? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Because  the 

9  soil  contamination  is  actually  in  the  root  system, 

10  in  the  soil  around  the  root  system.   And  in  order 

11  to  excavate  that  soil  down  to  the  existing  cleanup 

12  level  that's  in  the  DEH  RAP,  we  have  to  remove  the 

13  trees. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Already 

15  there's  been  excavation  down  as  far  as  they  can  go 

16  around  the  roots.    And  it  doesn't  get  up  to  the 

17  cleanup  level. 

18  MR.  MIDDLETON:    Has  your  funding 

19  problem  been  resolved? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Not  completely. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:  If  you  remove 
27        trees,  will  you  bear  the  cost  of  replanting? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Yes,  we  would 

24  have  to  do  that.    But  your  talking  about  taking  a 

25  mature  tree  and  replacing  it  with  a  seedling.  I 
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1  mean,  it's  not  going  to  be  the  same  in  terms  of  the 

2  size.    I  mean,  if  our  decision  is  to  remove  the 

3  trees  in  order  to  remove  the  contamination  in  these 

4  particular  areas,  yes,  we  would  be  responsible  for 

5  replacing  the  trees. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Would  the 

7  pesticides  have  an  adverse  affect  on  the  trees, 

8  anyway? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I'm  not  going  to 

10  try  and  answer  that.    I'm  not  a  botanist. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Has  anybody 

12  asked  the  question? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    The  cleanup 

14  goals  that  we're  chasing  right  now  are  for 

15  organisms,  not  trees.    Those  were  for  the  robin, 

16  but  it  wasn't  trees,  it  was  plants. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    So  you  don't 

18  know? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  don't 

20  know. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Pesticides, 

22  generally,  don't  usually  affect  plants  like 

23  herbicides. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    Are  the 

25  concentrations  high  enough  if  there  were  a  deed 
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1  restriction  that  there  would  be  a  hazard  to  the 

2  park's  people  if  the  trees  blow  down  ten  years  from 

3  now? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    The  human 

5  health  level,  cleanup  level,  for  those  pesticides 

6  are  much,  much  higher  than  what  we're  chasing  now. 

7  We're  at  the  very  far  end  of  this  whole  thing, 

8  we're  talking  about  parts  per  million.    Very,  very 

9  low  levels  here. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

11  questions  on  the  DEH?    Thank  you. 

12  We're  down  to  the  end.    Item  6.C.,  was 

13  possibly  filling  in  a  few  questions  here  at  the  end 

14  of  the  evening  that  we  could  then  distribute  to  the 

15  Water  Board  individual,  and  to  the  Integrated  Waste 

16  Management  person,  about  questions  on  landfills. 

17  So  if  anybody  has  some  specific  ones  now,  we  could 

18  get  into  that,  or  we  could  submit  them  to  Mark 

19  later  to  give  to  Dave.    Any  thoughts  or  questions 

20  about  what  we  want  to  get  into  with  these  folks? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  I  think 

22  it  would  be  interesting  to  have  discussion  among 

23  the  speakers,  and  maybe  among  the  representatives 

24  here,  of  what  the  interpretation  of  the  EPA 

25  Guidance  on  military  landfills  is. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Is  there 

2  specific  guidance  from  EPA  on  military  landfills  as 

3  opposed  to  anybody  else's  landfills? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Yes,  there  is. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Is  there 

6  somebody  at  EPA  that  is  knowledgeable  about  this? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Yes.    I  have 

8  somebody  in  mind,  and  I'll  see  if  she's  going  to  be 

9  available  for  the  next  meeting. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  just  to 

11  clarify  with  David,  do  we  have  a  commitment  from 

12  the  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  to  have 

13  somebody  be  here  at  the  next  meeting? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.    We're  in 

15  the  process  of  trying  to  secure  a  commitment  from 

16  them.    We  can't  use  our  traditional  approach, 

17  because  there  is  not  a  DSMOA  funding  connection 

18  that  would  allow  them  to  participate,  and  we're 

19  trying  to  work  around  that  and  see  if  we  can't 

20  secured  some  commitment  in  some  other  fashion. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    Just  a  question  to 

22  pass  onto  the  technical  experts.    I'd  like  to 

23  understand  if  the  regulations  related  to  the 

24  investigation  or  closure  requirements  of  landfills 

25  vary,  depending  upon  the  wastes  that  are  present  in 
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1  the  landfills.    In  particular,  if  there  is 

2  hazardous  waste  in  the  landfills,  are  the 

3  requirements  different  than  if  it  contains  inert 

4  waste? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    What  is 

6  Integrated  Waste  Management's  expertise,  and  what's 

7  their  role  at  the  Presidio?   And  why  would  they  be 

8  invited  to  our  meeting? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  their 

10  expertise,  as  I  understand  it,  I  suspect  they  have 

11  a  multifunction  responsibility.    But  one  of  the 

12  areas  of  responsibility  is  landfills  and  landfill 

13  management.    That's  the  state  agency  that  kind  of 

14  spearheads  that. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  they  are  a 

16  state  agency? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.    And  they 

18  have  worked  with  the  Army  in  the  past  regarding 

19  landfills  on  the  Presidio,  which  is  why  they  would 

20  be  an  ideal  agency  to  come  talk  about  that  because 

21  they  have  some  familiarity  with  the  site,  as  well 

22  as  some  representatives  from  the  Water  Board  that 

23  have  some  of  the  regulatory  perspective  from  that 

24  agency  dealing  with  landfills,  as  well. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  question  I 
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1  have  is,  what  constitutes  high-ground  water 

2  conditions,  and  how  do  high-ground  water  conditions 

3  affect  closure  requirements?   That  would  be  my 

4  question. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  this  group 

6  won't  be  able  to  supply  us  with  remediation  goals? 

7  They  wouldn't  be  a  provider  on  excavation? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    This  group 

9  would  include  excavation  or  capping  them.    So  they 

10  actively  manage  those  that  are  ongoing  and  being 

11  used.    It's  sort  of  a  joint  thing  with  the  Water 

12  Board.    Generally,  the  Water  Board  works  hand  in 

13  hand  on  any  closure. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    It  is  true  though, 

15  and  I  think  Dave  already  mentioned  this,  that  he 

16  understands  that  this  Board  represents,  in  his 

17  opinion,  the  Army's  position  that  they  are  likely 

18  to  have  a  similar  position.    I  mean  that's  what  we 

19  would  expect  to  hear  from  that  group. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    Does  the  Board 

21  have  protocol  for  characterizing  landfills  or 

22  protocols  for  the  sampling  and  whatnot?   And  then 

23  finally,  if  the  contents  of  the  landfills  are 

24  unknown,  do  they  have  detailed  assumptions  on  how 

25  to  treat  it,  the  waste? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Doug,  I  have  a 

2  question  about  your  statement.    Could  you  repeat 

3  "t  you  said  a  moment  ago? 

».  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Dave,  you  could 

5  correct  me  if  I'm  wrong  in  saying  this.    But  in  our 

6  discussion  in  a  prior  meeting,  there  was  an  issue 

7  about  who  should  actually  come  and  speak  to  the  RAB 

8  about  landfill  closure  requirements.    The  RAB 

9  actually  asked  for  a  presentation  on  what  are  the 

10  requirements.    And  what  I've  learned  is  that  the 

11  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  according  to 

12  Dave,  would  present  the  Board  with  a  position  that 

13  would  be  in  concert  with  the  Army's  position.  So 

14  he  felt  that  was  a  good  thing,  for  the  Board  to 

15  hear  from  another  agency,  and  present  a  view,  say, 

16  that  would  be  different  from  the  landfill  closure 

17  resolution  that  we  put  together,  as  he  said,  a 

18  different  view.    And  so  that's  what  I  was  trying  to 

19  say,  is  that,  if  this  Board  is  being  asked  to  come 

20  to  present  a  view,  at  least,  already  known  to  Dave, 

21  that  is  different  from  the  view  that  folks  here 

22  have. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    And  I  would 

24  only  clarify  that  by  saying,  the  Board's  position 

25  may  not  mirror  exactly.    If  you  looked  at  the 
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1  proposed  remedies  in  the  FS,  I'm  not  saying  that 

2  the  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  fully 

3  supports  those  proposed  remedies  in  last  summer's 

4  FS,  because  they  haven't  seen  that.    What  I'm 

5  saying  is,  that  we  have  had  an  opportunity  in 

6  working  with  the  Army  in  past  years,  at  least, 

7  representatives  of  the  Board,  to  have  an 

8  understanding  of  some  of  the  landfill  issues  here 

9  at  the  Presidio,  and  that  the  characterizations  of 

10  those  landfills  is  an  important  perspective  for  the 

11  RAB  to  understand  that  I  think  is  one  that  they 

12  haven't  heard  yet. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  guess  my 

14  understanding  or  belief  is  that  somebody  from  the 

15  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board  would  come  and 

16  share  their  knowledge  and  regulations,  and  provide 

17  their  input  as  to  what  they  would  expect  from  the 

18  state's  perspective.    Much  like  Michael  or  Romy 

19  would  come  forth  with  what  they  would  deem 

20  appropriate. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Right.  Except 

22  part  of  this  whole  issue  has  been  who  was  bringing 

23  the  person  to  come,  and  that  was  Romy.    And  Romy 

24  was  going  to  bring  one  person,  and  then  it  was 

25  decided  that  we  ought  to  have  a  different 
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1  perspective,  one  that  Dave  felt  the  group  should 

2  hear  from  a  different  group.    So  I  think  what  we're 

3  trying  to  say  is,  I  welcome  all  the  different 

4  perspectives,  but  I  also  would  like  to  hear  the 

5  EPA's  and  the  Water  Board's,  as  well.    So  let's 

6  hear  all  the  perspectives. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  think  that  it 

8  might  be  helpful  for  the  RAB  members  to  understand 

9  the  basics  of  how  the  different  agencies  look  at 

10  landfills.    I  don't  think  the  Integrated  Waste 

11  Management  Board  mandate  is  as  broad  as  DTSC  or 

12  EPA's.    I  don't  think  they  take  into  consideration 

13  eco  issues  --  well,  they  don't  have  to  follow  the 

14  NCP  when  they  make  their  decisions.    So  they  are 

15  the  voice  of  one  agency  for  the  state.    And  DTSC  is 

16  the  agency  that  has  a  broader  authority  for 

17  addressing  CERCLA  cleanup. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    Along  that  same 

19  line,  I  guess  I'm  speculating  here,  but  I  think  of 

20  landfills  as  being  something  that  is  typically 

21  remote  from  urban  areas.    I  know  that's  not  always 
2?       case.    I'm  curious  to  the  degree  to  which  the 

23  „te  Management  Board's  regulations  take  into 

24  consideration  land  use.    And  I'd  just  like  to 

25  understand  how  that  is.    Particularly,  what  I'm 
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1  trying  to  get  at  is,  the  urban  nature  of  the 

2  Presidio  and  the  intensity  with  which  the  community 

3  is  going  to  be  using  these  spaces,  seems  to  me,  to 

4  be  different  than  a  landfill  in  a  canyon,  in  a 

5  mountain  range  some  place  far  away. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  questions 

7  for  these  people  that  are  coming? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     I'd  just  like 

9  to  know  if  the  reuse  authority  is  contemplating  any 

10  construction  on  any  of  these  landfills? 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  guess  she's 

12  asking  you,  Craig. 

13  MR.  MIDDLETON:    I  can't  answer  that 

14  at  this  point.    I  don't  know. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else?  If 

16  you  do  have  questions  give  them  to  Mark.    We'll  try 

17  to  type  these  up  and  circulate  them  around  via 

18  Email  and  fax,  and  make  sure  it  covers  all  the 

19  questions,  and  then  we'll  have  this  discussion  at 

20  our  next  meeting. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    For  the 

22  upcoming  RAB,  and  the  future  RABs,  I  would  ask  that 

23  if  you  have  RAB  agenda  items,  that  you  get  those 

24  into  Mark  immediately  after  your  community  --  I'm 

25  sorry,  your  committee  meetings  that  you  have  two 
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1  weeks  from  now,,  so  that  the  folks  that  are  involved 

2  in  preparing  the  agenda  and/or  preparing 

3  presentations,  can  have  a  little  more  time  to  get 

4  prepared  to  do  this.    So  if  it's  possible  to  do 

5  that,  I  would  ask  everybody  to  do  that.   And  the 

6  same  goes  with  RPM  agenda  items.    I  know  that  we 

7  have  tried  to  do  that  in  the  past,  and  we  need  to 

8  do  a  better  job  of  that.    So  I  will  try  to  get  an 

9  RPM  agenda  out  two  weeks  prior  to  the  meeting,  and 

10  I  would  ask  that  all  participants  look  at  that  if 

11  you  have  comments  or  amendments  to  the  agenda, 

12  please,  get  those  back  to  me  so  the  participants 

13  would  have  at  least  a  week  to  ten  days  to  prepare 

14  for  that  meeting. 

15  BOAROMEMBER  SKOW:    I  just  wanted  to 

16  understand  where  we  were  with  seep  monitoring.  I 

17  know  there  was  a  statement  that  some  work  had  been 

18  done,  there  was  going  to  be  a  presentation  at  next 

19  month's  meeting. 

20  My  concern  is  that  spring  is  upon  us,  I  just 

21  wanted  to  understand  what  landfill  seeps  were  going 

22  to  be  sampled,  and  which  ones  weren't,  and  that  we 

23  understand  if  there  were  landfills  that  were  not 

24  being  evaluated  for  seeps,  we  know  which  ones  those 

25  are,  and  why.    Because  we  don't  have  many  more 
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1  months  where  we  can  seize  the  opportunity  for  this 

2  wet  season.    I  would  like  to  sort  of  have  some 

3  detailed  discussion  about  it  next  month. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Just  for  your 

5  knowledge,  we're  actively  monitoring  the  seeps  at 

6  Landfills  1,  2  and  E. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:   Does  that  include 

8  everything  at  Tennessee  Hollow? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Those  are  the 

10  three  that  affect  the  tributaries  of  the  corridor. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I'd  like  to  see 

12  that  we're  coming  to  the  end  of  the  meeting. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Are  you 

14  collecting  flow  measurement  along  with  those?  Will 

15  you  be  able  to  give  us  an  idea  of  how  much  water  is 

16  coming  out? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     It's  like 

18  there's  this  huge  big  wet  area.    I  mean,  how  do  you 

19  estimate  flow?    That  would  be  tough. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

21  at  this  point  about  other  future  agenda  items  for 

22  next  time?   We  have  the  landfill  thing. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:  Anything 

24  regarding  the  status  on  Mountain  Lake  Park? 
25 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right,  I'll 
put  that  down.    Anything  else?   Without  objection, 
meeting  adjourned. 
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I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 


Dated:  At  San  Francisco,  California  this 
 day  of   ,  1998 


Elizabeth  Valstad 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening. 

2  This  is  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the 

3  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    I'd  like  to  welcome 

4  everyone  to  the  meeting  tonight,  particularly, 

5  members  of  the  public.    We've  got  some  new 

6  boardmembers  that  we'll  be  introducing  shortly. 

7  Welcome  to  you,  welcome  to  the  past  historic 

8  members  of  the  board.    Welcome  to  the  Army, 

9  contractors,  and  regulators.    And  one  final  welcome 

10  to  members  of  the  U.C.  Berkeley  Environmental 

11  Science  125  Class  that  are  here  tonight. 

12  With  that  brief  introduction,  before  we  get 

13  to  the  agenda,  I'd  like  to  turn  it  over  to  Leeann, 

14  to  introduce  our  new  boardmembers. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    The  Selection 

16  Committee  recommended  a  slate  of  seven  new  members, 

17  which  the  BCT  approved,  and  several  of  those 

18  members  are  here  tonight.    There  is  Sam  Berman, 

19  Tracy  Wright,  Michael  Schultz,  and  then  we  have  Ed 

20  Callanan,  EUie  Roman,  and  Andrew  Young.    So  this 

21  will  represent  their  first  meeting  as  community 

22  members  of  the  RAB. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Welcome  to  the  new 

24  members.    And  just  for  everyone's  benefit,  we'll 

25  just  go  around  the  table  so  people  can  get  an  idea 
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1  of  who  we  are  and  what  organization  we  represent. 

2  I'll  start  off.    My  name  is  Doug  Kern,  and  I'm  a 

3  community  member. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    John  Buck,  I'm 

5  with  the  U.S.  Army  Environmental  Center. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Dave  Wilkins, 

7  Department  of  the  Army. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :  Roger 

9  Henderson,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento 

10  District. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    U.S.  Army  Corps 

12  of  Engineers,  Sacramento  District. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Romy  Fuentes, 

14  CAL/EPA. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Mark  Youngkin, 

16  community  member. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Leeann  Lahren, 

18  community  member,  representing  the  Sierra  Club. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  ROMAN:    Ellie  Roman, 

20  community  member. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Peter  O'Hara, 

22  community  member. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Andrew  Lolli, 

24  community  member. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:  Louis 
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1  Rosenbaum,  community  member. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Arleen  Gemmil, 

3  community  member. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:    Andrew  Young, 

5  community  member. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  CALLANAN:    Ed  Callanan, 

7  community  member. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Julia  Cheever, 

9  community  member,  representing  the  Planning 

10  Association  for  the  Richmond  District. 

11  MS.  CAMBRA:    Rosemary  Cambra,  I'm  the 

12  chairwoman  of  the  Muwekma  Ohlone  Tribe,  and  we  are 

13  aboriginal  to  the  Presidio,  and  I  want  to  welcome 

14  all  of  you  from  the  community  to  our  forum. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  SHULTZ:    Mike  Shultz, 

16  community  member. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:    Tracy  Wright, 

18  community  member. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    Wesley  Skow, 

20  community  member. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     Sam  Berman, 

22  community  member. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Brian 

24  Ullensvang,  National  Park  Service. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    Roberta  Blank, 
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1  National  Park  Service. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Michael  Work, 

3  EPA. 

4  MR.  CHOW:    Joseph  Chow,  Water  Board. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Howard  Nathel, 

6  community  member. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    Joanne  Winship, 

8  community  member. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Does 

10  everyone  have  an  agenda  tonight? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Doug,  can  I  just 

12  add  one  thing?    I  just  wanted  to  bring  to 

13  everyone's  attention  that  Rosemary  Cambra  is  the 

14  chair  of  the  Muwekma  Ohlone  Indian  Tribe,  and  will 

15  have  a  permanent  seat  on  our  RAB  as  of  tonight. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Welcome  to  the 

17  board.    Everyone  has  an  agenda.    I'd  like  to  see  if 

18  there  are  any  changes,  additions,  modifications  to 

19  tonight's  agenda?    All  right. 

20  Tonight  the  agenda  is  fairly  full,  so  I'm 

21  going  to  be  a  little  bit  more  ruthless  than 

22  normal.    Any  announcements?    Okay,  seeing  none. 

23  Old  Business?    Community  reports? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    In  terms  of  the 

25  Selection  Committee,  I  would  like  to  announce  -- 
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1  and  I  appreciate  Rosemary  being  here  tonight, 

2  although,  she  wasn't  part  of  the  routine  selection 

3  process  we  went  through  --  that  the  Army  has 

4  recognized  the  Ohlone  representatives  as  a  key 

5  stakeholder  here,  and  have  offered  them  a  seat  on 

6  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board,  and  that's  why  they 

7  are  here  with  us  tonight.    And  we  expect  them  to  be 

8  participating  from  here  and  throughout  the  rest  of 

9  the  program.    So  thank  you  for  coming. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    You  haven't  really 

11  had  the  opportunity  to  get  involved  with  some  of 

12  the  other  orientation  meetings  and  Restoration 

13  Advisory  Board  community  member  meetings,  so  we'd 

14  like  to  welcome  you  to  attend  those  and  to  get 

15  involved  and  understand  the  variety  of  the 

16  different  processes  we're  going  through.    So  we'll 

17  put  various  committees  in  touch  with  you  and  get 

18  that  to  happen. 

19  Mark,  the  Main  Installation  Committee? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  committee 

21  meets  on  the  4th  Tuesday  of  the  month,  usually.  In 

22  March  we  met  on  the  24th,  and  the  Main  Installation 

23  Committee  discussed  two  topics. 

24  We  had  an  update  on  the  Crissy  Field  RAP  from 

25  Brian  Ullensvang,  from  the  National  Park  Service, 
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1  and  we  had  a  discussion  on  that.    We  also  discussed 

2  the  Feasibility  Study,  the  list  of  community 

3  ^erns  that  we're  working  on  there.    And  the  next 

4  ;ing  is  scheduled  for  the  28th  of  April. 

5  We  had  a  schedule  conflict  with  where  we 

6  usually  have  the  meetings,  so  this  meeting  will  be 

7  taking  place  at  the  Visitor's  Center  here  on  the 

8  Presidio,  Room  102,  first  floor,  and  that's  from 

9  7:00  to  10:00  p.m.,  Tuesday,  the  28th.    And  we 

10  don't  have  agenda  items  for  that  yet,  but  we'll  be 

11  distributing  those  about  a  week  before  the 

12  committee  meeting.    Thank  you. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Item  4.C.,  the 

14  Underground  Storage  Tank  Committee,  Building 

15  207/231. 

16  For  those  of  you  who  don't  know  what  this 

17  particular  building  site  is,  it's  a  former  gas 

18  station  that  had  some  leaking  underground  storage 

19  tanks.    Those  tanks  put  various  petroleum  products 

20  into  the  soil  and  groundwater.    It  happens  to  have 

21  been  located,  unfortunately,  right  in  the  future 

22  stream  corridor  that  will  be  coming  out  of  the 

23  Tennessee  Hollow  Water  Shed  and  draining  into  the 

24  Crissy  Field  wetlands. 

25  For  the  past  several  months  a  committee  of 
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1  Army  consultants,  regulators,  Park  Service,  and  RAB 

2  members  have  been  meeting  in  a  consensus  process  to 

3  develop,  hopefully,  the  proposed  remedy  for  that 

4  site.    And  we  recently  --  many  of  you  are  aware  of 

5  what  this  process  involved,  without  going  into 

6  great  detai I . 

7  There  has  been  a  process  of  identifying  all 

8  the  various  criteria  that  are  important  to  the 

9  stakeholders,  and  then  weighting  those  criteria, 

10  going  through  a  process  of  identifying  a  variety  of 

11  different  cleanup  alternatives  and  scoring  those 

12  alternatives.    That  process  has  been  rather 

13  arduous,  there  have  been  many  meetings  and 

14  conversations. 

15  We  had,  at  a  recent  meeting,  I  guess  it  was  a 

16  couple  of  weeks  ago,  where  we  reviewed  all  of  the 

17  data  that  was  input  into  the  computer  model.  It's 

18  a  computer  modeling  program  which  tries  to  help  all 

19  the  stakeholders  to  try  several  different  "what  if" 

20  types  of  possibilities. 

21  The  results  of  the  last  meeting  were  to 

22  review  all  of  the  data  that  was  input  into  the 

23  model.    And  we're  going  to  now  go  through  the 

24  process  of  revising  that  model  input  data  and 

25  getting  back  together  again  and  reviewing  the 
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1  process. 

2  The  understanding  when  we  left  that  meeting 

3  was,  the  model  was  in  a  reasonably  good  state  where 

4  most  of  the  questions  that  people  asked  in  terms  of 

5  baseline  questions  could  get  those  out  of  the  way 

6  so  people  could  really  look  at  the  "what  if" 

7  situations.    We're  not  quite  there  yet.    But  when 

8  we  get  there,  we  want  to  have  a  RAB  workshop  so 

9  people  can  really  spend  some  time  with  that 

10  process.    So  that's  where  the  Building  207/231 

11  situation  is.    Any  questions  from  anyone? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Doug,  assuming 

13  that  you  arrive  at  some  sort  of  consensus,  are  the 

14  various  remedial  activities,  or  actions,  that  will 

15  result  from  the  consensus,  consistent  with  the  time 

16  line  that  the  Park  Service  has  to  construct  this 

17  wetlands? 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  it  turns  out 

19  that  time  is  one  of  the  criteria  that  was  input 

20  into  the  model,  so  it  directly  addresses  that 

21  question.    Some  of  the  alternatives  are  long-term 
27       -irnatives,  such  as  natural  attenuation,  it  would 

23  ..^e  many,  many  years,  and  some  are  much  quicker 

24  types  of  remedies.    So  all  of  those  factors  are 

25  taken  into  account.    And  people  can  vary  them 
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1  according  to  what  they  want  at  that  moment.  Well, 

2  what  if  we  didn't  spend  as  much  money?    How  long 

3  would  it  take?    All  those  different  trade-offs.  So 

4  that  will  be  available  to  people.    We're  not  trying 

5  to  head  to  a  decision  right  now.    We're  trying  to 

6  make  this  model  available  to  people  so  they  can 

7  really  have  input  into  it. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Thank  you. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  questions? 

10  And  we've  had  another  arrival,  a  boardmember. 

11  Craig,  just  for  your  information,  we  have  seven  new 

12  Restoration  Advisory  Boardmembers.    And,  Craig,  if 

13  you  could  introduce  yourself. 

14  MR.  MIDDLETON:    Craig  Middleton,  with 

15  the  Presidio  Trust.    Welcome  to  all  of  you.    It's  a 

16  great  service,  so  thank  you. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Onto  Item  5. 

18  Landfill  Discussion. 

19  MR.  CHOW:    I'm  Joseph  Chow,  from  the 

20  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.    I'm  the 

21  project  manager  for  the  Presidio.    We  also  have 

22  here,  Mr.  Curtis  Scott,  from  the  Water  Board. 

23  The  reason  we're  here  tonight  is  to  try  to 

24  answer  some  general  questions  regarding  the 

25  landfill  regulations.    We  also  have  a  specialist 
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1  from  EPA  here,  Cynthia  Westmore.    I  think  both  the 

2  state  and  the  EPA  are  ready,  or  we  can  answer  some 

3  general  --  state,  and  federal  landfill  regulation 

4  questions. 

5  However,  I  also  want  to  clarify  that  DTSC  is 

6  the  lead  agency  of  all  the  continual  cleanup 

7  activities,  except  for  petroleum  site  cleanup. 

8  Therefore,  any  specific  cleanup,  closure,  or  some 

9  other  issues  are  overseen  by  DTSC.    But  seeing  that 

10  landfill  is  important  to  the  Water  Board,  we  have 

11  our  staff  working  on  the  landfill  for  many  years. 

12  So  we're  happy  to  be  here  to  answer  some  general 

13  questions  and  provide  insight  for  people  of  the 

14  RAB.    So  if  you  have  any  questions,  we  will  be  glad 

15  to  help  you,  in  general,  with  landfill 

16  regulations. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  RAB  members 

18  have  been  circulating  a  variety  of  questions. 

19  Would  anyone  like  to  pose  one  of  those  questions  to 

20  our  assembled  experts? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:     I  have  just 

22  one.    If  they  could  give  us  a  read  on  how  those 

23  landfills  are  affecting  the  groundwater  quality. 

24  We  know  that  the  tests  have  not  been  good,  and  we 

25  think  it  is  the  landfill  contents,  but  we're  not 
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1  sure.    And  who  better  to  tell  us  than  the  Regional 

2  Water  Board. 

3  MR.  CHOW:    I  think  I  would  direct 

4  this  to  Curtis. 

5  MR.  SCOTT:    I'm  Curtis  Scott,  and  I'm 

6  a  senior  geologist.    I'm  in  charge  of  landfill 

7  sections  at  the  Water  Quality  Control  Board.    I  can 

8  answer  your  regulatory  questions.  Explicit 

9  questions  are  what  the  Water  Board  has  not  been 

10  dealing  directly  with,  with  these  landfills.    I  can 

11  tell  you  what  the  procedures  are,  or  how  we  would 

12  address  looking  at  issues. 

13  Our  general  process  is  --  what  I  recommend  to 

14  people  --  a  program  that  they  call,  the  Solid  Waste 

15  Assessment  Test.    It  was  a  legislative  program  that 

16  came  in  around  the  mid  1980s  to  just  do  a 

17  preliminary  evaluation  if  there  were  impacts  from 

18  landfills.    And  it  has  guidance  that  says  such 

19  things  as,  if  you  can  gain  data,  if  you  know  what 

20  went  into  a  landfill,  and  you  have  information  on 

21  what  the  geology  is  of  the  site,  the  separation  of 

22  groundwater,  you  may  be  able  to  make  a  preliminary 

23  evaluation,  whether  it's  reasonable  to  expect 

24  whether  you  have  contaminate  problems  from  a 

25  landfill. 
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1  It  also  addresses  things  such  as  size.  Are 

2  you  going  to  put  one  hole  or  a  hundred  holes?  If 

3  there's  a  need  for  exploration.    If  you  have  no 

4  information,  then  it  suggests  that  you  might  want 

5  to  do  some  work  to  characterize  what  went  into  it. 

6  That  may  be  just  digging  a  hole  in  it  or  putting  in 

7  a  couple  of  soil  borings.    And  then  if  you  find 

8  things  that  suggest  that  you  need  to  look  further, 

9  you  may  put  a  couple  of  groundwater  monitoring 

10  wells  in  and  monitor  it  over  a  period  of  a  year. 

11  So  it  gives  basic  guidelines  that  will  allow 

12  you  to  evaluate  if  there  are  issues.    And  that's  a 

13  basic  process  and  guidelines  that  we  have  that  I 

14  would  recommend  that  people  use,  if  appropriate. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Would  you  say 

16  that  these  solid  waste  assessment  test  guidelines 

17  are  already  being  applied  here  at  the  Presidio? 

18  Are  you  satisfied  that  they  are  being  met? 

19  MR.  SCOTT:    I  can't  answer  that 

20  question.    I  don't  have  the  details. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You  have  said 

22  that  you  believe  that  the  tests  aren't  good.  Could 

23  you  explain  what  you  mean  by  that? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Yes.  We're 

25  looking  at  groundwater,  and  we're  finding  a  lot  of 
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1  metals  tike  chromium  at  Battery/Howe/Wagner.  And 

2  we  don't  know  for  sure  where  it's  coming  from.  And 

3  one  possibility  is  the  landfill  content,  that  it's 

4  leaching  out.    So  that's  what  I  was  wondering,  if 

5  the  Water  Board  could  tell  me. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  just 

7  want  to  get  that  straight,  because  you  said  that 

8  the  tests  weren't  good.    It  doesn't  sound  like 

9  that's  what  you  mean.    It  sounds  like  you  mean  the 

10  tests  were  okay,  but  they're  finding  constituents 

11  in  the  groundwater  for  which  there  is  no  reasonable 

12  explanation,  in  your  mind. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Right.  Where 

14  are  these  heavy  metals  coming  from? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  have  a 

16  question  if  no  one  else  has  anything  that  comes  to 

17  mind  immediately.    And  perhaps,  Joseph,  you  can 

18  kind  of  address  a  list  of  some  of  the  questions  you 

19  were  talking  about  before. 

20  One  of  the  questions  is,  most  of  the 

21  landfills  that  we  have  here  at  the  Presidio  were  in 

22  operation  anywhere  from  1920  and  1980.    Many  of  the 

23  landfills  were  construction  debris,  they  weren't 

24  typical  municipal  waste  landfills  that  you  would 

25  typically  manage.    And  I'm  sure  these  are  similar 
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1  types  of  fills  that  are  at  other  military 

2  facilities  of  similar  age  to  the  Presidio. 

3  you  normally  manage,  from  a  regulatory 

4  spective,  landfills  that  are  this  old,  that 

5  typically  have  construction  debris?  What 

6  regulations  apply  to  govern  a  "clean  closure,"  if 

7  you  will,  just  to  use  that  term  loosely,  although, 

8  I  know  it  does  have  regulatory  meaning,  for  that 

9  type  of  situation? 

10  MR.  SCOTT:    We  refer  directly  to 

11  Title  27  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations. 

12  And  within  those  regulations  is  direct  reference  to 

13  the  Federal  Subtitle  B  Regulations. 

14  In  our  experience  with  small  landfills,  or 

15  areas  that  a  facility  puts  waste,  which  may  consist 

16  of  construction/demolition  debris,  we  have  normally 

17  found  that  there  are  levels  of  something  in  them. 

18  We  have  not  found  a  thing  that  we  would  say  is 

19  pristine.    But  I  can  say,  in  general,  for  most  of 

20  the  very  small  landfills,  very  small  quantities  of 

21  some  type  of  waste  were  put  in  over  a  very  long 

22  period  of  time,  it's  been  rare  that  we  have  found 

23  significant  impacts,  unless  they  have  been  dumped 

24  in  a  hole  or  placed  in  a  creek  bed  where  water 

25  flows  through  them. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  what  do  you 

2  do  in  that  case?    What  direction  do  you,  as  a 

3  regulator,  give  the  agency  responsible  for  cleanup 

4  in  that  case?    Basically,  that's  what  we  have  here 

5  at  the  Presidio. 

6  MR.  SCOTT:    Well,  that's  what  I  was 

7  referring  to  earlier.    Instead  of  trying  to  define 

8  them  all,  what  we  say  is  that  sometimes  there  are 

9  clear-cut  records  of  what  went  into  these  smaller 

10  units.    Frequently,  there  are  not,  so  we  say,  get 

11  some  representative  samples  so  that  you  can  make  an 

12  educated  evaluation  of  what's  in  them.    And  then  if 

13  you  do,  because  of  the  other  work  that's  done  in 

14  the  area,  understand  the  geology,  understand  depths 

15  to  groundwater.    You  can  take  that  approach. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay,  once 

17  we've  done  that  analysis  --  because  in  the  Army's 

18  opinion  we  feel  we've  done  that  analysis.    We  feel 

19  through  the  Remedial  Investigation  Report  that  we 

20  have  taken  representative  samples  of  the  soil  in 

21  these  landfills,  the  material  in  the  landfills,  as 

22  well  as  the  groundwater,  which  we're  still 

23  monitoring,  and  that  we  made  an  adequate  assessment 

24  of  what  we  believe  is  there  and  how  it  will  impact 

25  with  the  soil  in  the  groundwater. 
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1  So  the  question  is,  having  all  that 

2  information,  what  do  we  do  next  in  terms  of 

3  regulatory  guidance,  to  follow  regulatory 

4  guidance? 

5  MR.  SCOTT:    I  think,  in  this  case,  I 

6  find  it  difficult  to  speak  directly  for  DTSC.  The 

7  regulatory  agency  would  then  evaluate  if  they  agree 

8  with  your  interpretation  of  the  data. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    First,  what  do  you 

10  characterize  as  small?    I  mean,  are  there  sizes  of 

11  landfills,  and  do  the  remedial  investigation 

12  guidelines  vary  on  size?    Is  there  guidance  on  how 

13  many  borings  you  need  to  take  per  cubic  yard  of 

14  landfill? 

15  MR.  SCOTT:    There  is  not  a  specific 

16  table  that  would  say  one  quarter  acre,  two  samples, 

17  one  acre,  a  dozen.    I  think  what  usually  develops 

18  is  that  we  look  into  some  of  the  ASTM  Standards. 

19  SWA/46  is  one  of  the  guidelines  that  establishes 

20  certain  sampling  protocol. 

21  What  usually  happens,  if  you  would  have 

2?      -?thing  like  an  acre,  you  might  take  a  half  dozen 

23  .  ...iples,  I'm  throwing  a  number  out,  and  if  you 

24  really  didn't  see  anything,  or  it  was  all 

25  consistent,  I  got  the  same  types  of  things,  sort  of 
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1  an  aerial  distribution,  then  I  think  you  can  say  we 

2  have  done  a  reasonable  characterization.    So  I 

3  think  there  has  to  be  --  I  hate  the  vagueness  -- 

4  some  professional  judgement  on  what  the  results 

5  are. 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  I  would 

7  have  a  hypothetical  question  for  you.  I'm 

8  approaching  my  RAB  community  member  position  right 

9  now,  rather  than  my  facilitator  position. 

10  Let's  just  say  that  the  party  that  deposited 

11  the  waste  in  the  landfills  has  an  interpretation, 

12  and  other  people  review  the  data,  and  the  data 

13  suggests  something  other  than  construction  debris 

14  to  community  members.    Is  there  any  kind  of  a 

15  definition,  or  some  sort  of  a  process,  rather  than 

16  a  court  of  law,  that  would  indicate  this  is  a 

17  certain  kind  of  debris  that  demands  a  certain  kind 

18  of  cleanup?    Let's  say  that  someone  tries  to 

19  characterize  it  as  inert  waste,  that  says,  okay, 

20  you  get  one  result,  or  if  it's  construction  debris, 

21  you  get  another  result,  municipal  waste,  you  get 

22  another  result,  hazardous  waste,  something  else. 

23  What  process  is  there  to  determine  what  the 

24  material  really  is? 

25  MR.  SCOTT:    I  think  what  you're 
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1  saying  is  what  the  impacts  of  that  material  really 

2  are.    It  could  be  anything.    I  think  you're  looking 

3  at  several  issues  and  they  all  back  off  into  what 

4  is  risk.    If  you're  looking  at  waste  in  a  landfill, 

5  and  you  find  that  it  has,  conjecturing  a  metal,  and 

6  you  find  that  metal  has  a  very  low  migration 

7  potential  into  groundwater,  and  there's  no  other 

8  constituents  that  have  a  potential  to  impact 

9  groundwater,  then  you've  eliminated  a  groundwater 

10  risk.    You  may  have  a  risk,  I  don't  know.  If 

11  somebody  goes  up  with  a  shovel  and  digs  it  up,  that 

12  would  be  a  public  health  issue.    So  I  think  it's 

13  backing  into  what  is  the  risk  to  the  receptors, 

14  whether  it's  groundwater  or  it  be  public. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Perhaps,  we  could 

16  give  you  some  site-specific  types  of  information 

17  and  let  you  hypothesize  a  little  bit  more. 

18  Let's  say  a  landfill  was  constructed  in  a 

19  low- lying  area,  where  there  was  a  seep  or  a  spring 

20  or  a  creek  flowing  through  that,  and  that 

21  seasonally  you  have  water  coming  out  of  the 

22  landfill  in  the  rainy  season.    Let's  say  there  has 

23  not  been  a  regular  amount  of  sampling  on  that  water 

24  seeping  out  of  the  landfill.    Any  thoughts  about 

25  that  particular  situation? 
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1  MR.  SCOTT:    I  think  that's  purely 

2  conjecture.    I  don't  know  what  regular  is,  I  don't 

3  know  if  it's  sufficient.    If  it's  dry  90  percent  of 

4  the  year  and  it's  moist  10  percent,  and  they  took 

5  the  appropriate  types  of  samples  of  that  10 

6  percent.    They  probably  obtained  data  that's 

7  valuable. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    I  had  a  question 

9  earlier  when  you  were  talking  about  the  guidelines 

10  and  the  solid  waste  assessment  tests.    One  of  the 

11  guidelines  was  to  characterize  the  contents  of 

12  these  landfills.    What  exactly  do  you  mean  by 

13  "characterize  the  contents"? 

14  MR.  SCOTT:    To  identify  what 

15  materials  are  in  the  landfill  through  sampling. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Like  digging  a 

17  trench  sampling.    That  way? 

18  MR.  SCOTT:    Digging  a  trench,  taking 

19  some  soil  borings  and  trying  to  get  some  samples 

20  and  determine  what  they  are.    Seeing  if  it's  pretty 

21  much  the  same  or  if  it's  different,  whether  it's 

22  nonhazardous  or  whether  there  are  other 

23  constituents  of  concern. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  think  the 

25  intention  of  the  solid  waste  assessment  test  is  to 
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1  get  a  handle  on  what,  generally,  is  in  a  landfill. 

2  You  want  to  know,  is  it  all  industrial  waste  where 

3  they  were  dumping  sledges,  or  is  it  a  muni  landfill 

4  like  you  dump  out  your  own  garbage  at  home?    Or  is 

5  it  construction  debris,  like  bottles  and  pieces  of 

6  wood  and  steel?    You  can  take  samples,  but  you  can 

7  find  metals  in  any  kind  of  a  landfill.    You  can 

8  find  metals  in  your  own  garbage  can  at  home. 

9  Hopefully,  the  intent,  when  people  hear  the  solid 

10  waste  assessment  test,  is  to  get  a  definitive  read 

11  on  exactly  what  is  in  a  landfill.    You  just  can't, 

12  unless  it's  a  landfill  as  big  as  this  tabletop. 

13  The  intent  is  to  get  a  handle  on  it.    Do  I 

14  have  a  really  bad  landfill,  or  do  I  have  one  that's 

15  muni-type  waste  or  const ruction- type  waste?  It's 

16  just  one  of  many  tools  you  can  use. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:    Do  you  have  a 

18  certain  number  of  samples  that  you  take,  like,  per 

19  square  foot? 

20  MR.  SCOTT:    We  use  various 

21  guidelines.    Like  I  mentioned  earlier,  they  have 

22  the  ASTM  that  gives  guidelines  on  initial  sampling 

23  of  quantity.    If  you  try  to  do  something  that  gives 

24  you  a  concept,  something  that  does  not  give  you  a 

25  finite,  but  gives  you  a  feel.    You  have  to  make  a 
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1  decision.    Is  this  good,  or  is  this  bad?  And 

2  that's  really  the  intent.    You're  just  taking  a 

3  sample  at  one  place. 

4  So  the  idea  is  to  take  something  that  sort  of 

5  has  the  spatial,  an  aerial  distribution,  and  if  in 

6  that  aerial  distribution  you  don't  see  negative  or 

7  bad  waste,  then  you  say,  well,  they  are  all  about 

8  the  same  thing,  we  have  a  concept  of  what's  in  this 

9  landfill,  and  it  says  it's  good  or  bad.    So  it  is  a 

10  decision-making  tool,  it's  not  a  dig  it  all  up, 

11  analyze  every  gram  of  waste. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Why  does  it 

13  really  matter  where  everything  came  from?    If  it's 

14  there,  it's  really  a  question  of  the  end  use  of  the 

15  thing.    Why  do  you  have  to  say  whether  it's 

16  industrial,  construction  or  municipal  waste? 

17  MR.  SCOTT:    I  don't  think  that  was 

18  the  intent.    I  think  the  intent  --  and  that's  not 

19  the  intent  of  solid  waste.    It's  just  to  determine 

20  what  is  there,  because  what  is  there  is  what  you're 

21  concerned  about.    But  if  it's  nothing  but  a  pile  of 

22  dirt,  which  is  probably  not  likely,  but  if  that  is 

23  the  case,  it  may  not  be  of  any  concern.    It  is  just 

24  a  decision.    Is  it  something  that  gives  us  the 

25  concept  that  we  need  to  look  further. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    And  I  think 

2  there  is  an  importance  in  knowing  where  the  waste 
5         from  and  what  kind  of  waste  stream.  Because 

4  /ou  have  a  heavy  industrial -type  landfill,  there 

5  are  certain  things  that  you  would  look  for  that  you 

6  wouldn't  necessarily  be  looking  for  in  a  muni  waste 

7  landfill,  or  one  that  was  used  for  dumping  fill 

8  when  they  were  building  buildings  over  here  and 

9  they  were  cutting  into  the  side  of  the  hill  and 

10  just  spoiled  the  dirt.    You  can't  get  an  overall 

11  idea  of  a  potential  threat  from  a  landfill  if  it's 

12  an  industrial  waste  landfill  and  you  find  drums 

13  full  of  stuff  that  are  exploding  or  lighting  on 

14  fire.    That  is  something  that  you  actually  want  to 

15  find  out  about,  because  that  tells  you  what  threat 

16  do  I  have,  versus  a  muni-type  landfill. 

17  What  do  you  find  in  a  muni -type  landfill? 

18  You  find  bread  wrappers,  you  find  old  newspapers, 

19  you  find  magazines,  tin  cans.    That  gives  you 

20  another  type  of  universe  where  you  can  say,  okay, 

21  now  I  know  what  I  can  actually  look  for  here.  I 

22  don't  have  drums  of  stuff  that  are  going  to  catch 

23  on  fire,  or  what  not.    It  helps. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    So  you  have  a 

25  flowchart? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    It's  kind  of 

2  a  flowchart.    It  just  comes  from  experience, 

3  personal  experience,  and  you  work  off  one  landfill 

4  you  make  mistakes,  you  work  on  two,  you  make  half 

5  as  many  mistakes.    There  are  just  a  lot  of  people 

6  that  do  this  kind  of  stuff  with  assessment  and 

7  solid  waste  assessment  tests. 

8  MS.  WESTMORE:     I'm  Cynthia  Westmore, 

9  with  EPA,  and  I  just  want  to  interject.    There  are 

10  different  regulations  for  hazardous,  as  far  as  the 

11  design  of  the  cap,  and  all  the  different  components 

12  of  a  controlled  system.    Is  it  hazardous  or 

13  nonhazardous?    There  are  two  different  types  of 

14  regulations  for  hazardous  landfill  and  nonhazardous 

15  landfill. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I 'm  confused 

17  about  what  regulations  and  guidelines  specifically 

18  apply  to  the  Presidio.    Is  there  one  agency, 

19  federal  or  state,  that  has  a  list  of  regulations 

20  and  guidelines  that  apply  to  landfill  closures  at 

21  the  Presidio?    And,  if  so,  could  you  please  tell  us 

22  where  that  list  is  and  where  we  can  get  it?  If 

23  not,  if  there  are  slightly  different  guidelines 

24  that  apply,  which  one  is  paramount,  and  who  figures 

25  out  which  one  applies? 
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1  For  example,  I  have  seen  EPA  guidelines  on 

2  military  landfills,  but  are  those  controlling,  are 

3  those  a  consideration?    I  mean,  I  also  want  the 

4  more  general  answer.    What  are  the  rules  for  the 

5  Presidio? 

6  MS.  WESTMORE:    Generally,  the  state 

7  has  authority  to  implement  some  of  the  federal  -- 

8  all  of  the  federal  landfill  regulations.    So  the 

9  state  is  the  one  that  comes  out  with  "these 

10  regulations  apply."    The  EPA  guidelines  should  be 

11  considered,  but  again,  the  state  really  is  the  lead 

12  for  the  closure  of  landfills  in  the  State  of 

13  California. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Does  that  mean 

15  that  any  federal  guidelines  that  there  are,  are 

16  necessarily  conclusive  or  controlling?    That  it 

17  would  be  nice  if  the  state  considered  them,  but 

18  they  don't  have  to? 

19  MS.  WESTMORE:    For  guidance,  you 

20  mean? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:  Yes. 

27  MS.  WESTMORE:    Yes.    And  that's  even 

23  ..ue  in  general.    EPA  puts  out  guidance,  it's  not  a 

24  regulation,  it's  what  we  think  you  should 

25  consider.    But  if  it's  the  state,  the  state  has  the 
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1  authority. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Because  the 

3  state  is  the  lead  agency  on  this  particular  -- 

4  MS.  WESTMORE:    The  state  has  received 

5  authorization. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Throughout  the 

7  nation? 

8  MS.  WESTMORE:    Every  state  can  come 

9  and  say,  look,  our  regulations  are  equivalent  or 

10  more  stringent.    And  if  they  are,  and  California's 

11  are,  then  they  have  the  authority. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    But  then,  where 

13  are  the  state  regulations? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  just  want  to 

15  add  that  even  though  the  Presidio  is  under  the 

16  state  oversight,  we  still  have  to  follow  the  NCP, 

17  which  is  a  federal  process  that  we  need  to  be 

18  consistent  with.    So  there's  a  number  of  guidelines 

19  and  regulations  and  laws  that  we  need  to  follow  in 

20  addition  to  the  state  requirements.    One  of  the 

21  requirements  is  ARARs.    We  need  to  solicit 

22  requirements  from  different  state  agencies  and 

23  federal  agencies.    That's  why  we  have  the  Water 

24  Board,  we  have  EPA  here.    If  we  just  apply  DTSC's 

25  law,  we're  not  going  to  be  meeting  NCP 
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1  requirements.    So  that's  the  purpose  of  this,  to 

2  get  a  broader  perspective  of  different  regulations 

3  that  need  to  be  followed  in  the  process. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Julie,  to 

5  answer  your  question,  if  you  want  to  look  for  a 

6  specific  regulation,  go  to  Title  27  of  the  Code  of 

7  California  Regulations.    And  that  has  a  great  deal 

8  of  information.    Title  27  is  a  new  combination 

9  between  Title  14  and  23.    They  just  combined  the 

10  two.    These  landfills  that  we  have  here,  they're 

11  what  you  call  nonhazardous  landfills.    That  doesn't 

12  mean  if  you  went  and  took  a  sample  and  you 

13  characterize  it,  it  may  not  be  hazardous  waste. 

14  But  these  landfills  were  not  built  to  contain 

15  hazardous  waste. 

16  There's  whole  series  of  regulations  that 

17  won't  apply  here  for  landfills  that  were 

18  specifically  built  to  contain  hazardous  stuff. 

19  Those  are  Subtitles  C,  sometimes,  called  Class  1 

20  Landfills.    We  don't  have  those  here.    Title  27 

21  then  takes  over  in  that  case.    If  the  Army  had 

22  built  a  true  hazardous  waste  landfill  out  here,  and 

23  they  were  putting  in  no  hazardous  waste  and  it  was 

24  a  permitted  type  of  a  landfill,  there  would  be  a 

25  whole  series  of  other  regulations  that  would  apply 
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1  show  what  kind  of  practice  they  have  here  in 

2  different  landfill  sites.    Of  course,  I'm  pretty 

3  sure  some  direct  activity  has  been  conducted 

4  before,  so  those  things  can  provide  some  direct 

5  evidence  to  tell  us  what  kind  of  landfill  we  may 

6  have  in  the  Presidio.    So  that  generally  explains 

7  the  two  different  regulatory  schemes  to  give  us  the 

8  essential  idea. 

9  The  other  thing  I  wanted  to  mention,  because 

10  Doug  emailed  me  12  or  11  questions  raised  from  the 

11  RAB  members.    I  think  we  already  covered  two  or 

12  three  different  parts.    The  first  is,  what  are  the 

13  different  roles  of  the  regulators?    EPA's  roles, 

14  DTSC's  roles,  the  Water  Board's  role  or  the 

15  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board's  role.    We  have 

16  different  roles.    Who  regulates?    Who  is  the  lead 

17  agency?    I  think  we  a L ready  got  a  good  idea  about 

18  this  question. 

19  Of  course,  what  we  didn't  really  mention  is 

20  the  Integrate  Waste  Management  Board,  because  they 

21  have  no  representative  here  today.  Originally, 

22  they  have  the  Title  14.    Title  14  has  combined  with 

23  Title  23  and  become  Title  27.    But  the  Waste  Board, 

24  they  still  have  some  of  their  jurisdiction.  For 

25  instance,  the  financial  assurance,  but  this 
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1  on  how  do  you  close  it,  how  do  you  build  it,  how  do 

2  you  monitor  it?    Title  27  has  the  stuff  that  you 

3  need  to  Look  at  to  say,  here's  what  the  Army  has  to 

4  do  to  close  these  landfills. 

5  MR.  CHOW:    Basically,  there  are  two 

6  sets  of  landfill  regulations  in  the  state.    One  is 

7  just  like  he  mentioned,  the  nonhazardous  or 

8  municipal,  or  we  use  solid  waste.    That's  under  the 

9  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  27.  The 

10  other  set  of  regulations,  are  under  Title  22,  of 

11  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  That, 

12  basically,  regulates  hazardous  waste,  landfills 

13  like  Roger  just  mentioned.    And  the  equivalent  in 

14  the  federal  part  is  of  Subtitle  C,  and  Subtitle  D. 

15  Subtitle  D  is  mainly  focused  on  nonhazardous  or 

16  solid  waste  in  the  municipal  landfills.    Subtitle  C 

17  regulates  the  hazardous  waste  landfills,  or  the 

18  CERCLA  landfills. 

19  I  think,  from  what  the  information  looks 

20  like,  at  least  in  the  past,  I  think  the  Army  did 

21  consider  Title  27  should  be  the  set  of  regulations 

22  you  should  follow  that's  based  on  direct  or 

23  indirect.    For  instance,  some  may  be  from  aerial 

24  photographs  or  records  from  past  activity.  Those 

25  things  can  provide  a  phase  one  initial  records  to 
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1  probably  doesn't  apply  to  the  federal  side,  because 

2  that's  applied  to  the  private  sector.    The  other 

3  thing  is  their  jurisdiction.    Like,  the  grading  and 

4  dimensions  of  landfill  capping,  and  also  the  gas 

5  monitoring.    So  that's  Waste  Board's  jurisdiction. 

6  However,  at  the  Presidio,  since  there  is 

7  agreement  between  the  state  and  the  Department  of 

8  Defense,  trying  to  eliminate  duplication  and 

9  overlapping  of  regulatory  agencies  efforts,  all  the 

10  things  are  under  DTSC's  oversight.    But  what  the 

11  Water  Board  did,  we  provide  our  regulation  to  the 

12  Department  of  Toxins,  and  also  provide  this 

13  regulation  to  the  Army.    It  is  their  responsibility 

14  to  implement  this  regulation  accordingly. 

15  MR.  BERMAN:    I  would  just  like  to 

16  know,  given  the  various  agencies  that  are  involved 

17  in  establishing  the  security  of  the  landfills, 

18  whether  the  Army  has  provided  the  data  of  the 

19  samplings  of  all  these  agencies,  and  have  the 

20  agencies  reported  back  an  agreement  on  the  data  so 

21  that  one  can  assess  where  the  status  of  the 

22  information  is  at  this  time? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    They  provided 

24  the  information  in  the  report  called,  Remedial 

25  Investigation.    And  this  was  submitted  to 
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1  regulators,  and  also,  I  believe  it's  in  the  public 

2  information  repository,  and  it's  available  for 

3  iew  to  the  public. 

A  There's  a  number  of  unresolved  issues.  One 

5  of  the  issues  is  where  is  the  metal  coming  from? 

6  It  might  be  coming  from  the  fill  itself,  or  it 

7  might  be  coming  from  a  naturally  occurring  deposit, 

8  serpentinite.    So  there  are  still  unresolved  issues 

9  with  regards  to  the  technical  aspect  of  the 

10  investigation,  and  also  the  extent  of  the 

11  contamination. 

12  MR.  BERHAN:    And  the  other  agencies, 

13  they  have  this  document,  have  they  responded?  Is 

14  there  any  formal  response  from  the  other  agencies 

15  that  are  involved? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Yes,  there's 

17  been  a  formal  response.    Like  I  said,  there's  still 

18  unresolved  issues.    This  issue  should  be  formalized 

19  in  the  remedial  action  that's  coming  up. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    I'm  curious  how 

21  the  state  makes  the  decision  to  follow  the 

22  nonhazardous  track  versus  the  hazardous  track.  I 

23  suspect  that  before  people  began  to  be  concerned 

24  about  hazardous  waste  there  was  municipal  waste, 

25  and  some  amount  of  hazardous  waste  that  gets  mixed 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    So  is  it  just  the 

2  subjective  test  that  we  were  talking  about  earlier, 

3  or  is  there  actual,  physical  lab  tests  to  determine 

4  whether  there  is  leaching  potential? 

5  MR.  CHOW:    I  think  it  should  be  very 

6  objective  for  the  swab,  because  if  you  do  the 

7  groundwater  sampling,  and  you  test  it  and  try  to 

8  see  if  you  have  those  hazardous  wastes  involving 

9  there.    If  you  detect  high  concentrations  of 

10  hazardous  waste  involving  there,  like  TTLC,  then 

11  you  know  you  definitely  have  the  hazardous  waste 

12  over  there.    And  this  will  automatically  bring 

13  alarm,  or  the  original  consideration  that  the  solid 

14  waste  landfill  may  not  be  correct.    And  then  more 

15  data  is  needed  to  be  generated,  or  further 

16  investigation  will  be  done  accordingly.    It  really 

17  depends  on  the  situation.    The  TTLC  numbers  have 

18  been  defined  in  the  Title  22  Regulation,  so  there 

19  is  something  you  can  compare  it  with. 


20  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    So  they  can  take 

21  the  soil  sample,  leach  it,  see  what  happens? 
27  MR.  CHOW:  Yes. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    That  doesn't 


24  decide  automatically  whether  the  landfill  is  called 

25  a  hazardous  waste  landfill.    Most  of  the  landfills 
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1  in. 

2  So  the  state  is  apparently  willing  to 

3  consider  some  amount  of  hazardous  waste  in  a 

4  landfill  and  still  treat  it  as  a  nonhazardous 

5  landfill.    There  are  waste  streams  from  a  number  of 

6  different  sources  on  the  Presidio,  including 

7  residential  uses  and  construction  applications, 

8  things  that  would  be  considered  industrial  in 

9  nature.    That  waste  went  someplace. 

10  Is  the  test  just  looking  at  what  you  find  in 

11  the  soil?    Or  if  you  can  conclude  there  was  some 

12  hazardous  material  present,  how  much  to  you  have  to 

13  have  in  order  to  kick  you  into  the  hazardous  side 

14  of  the  landfill  management  scheme? 

15  MR.  CHOW:    I  really  can't  answer  that 

16  question,  because  I  didn't  review  all  of  the 

17  previous  documents.    But  I  think,  in  general, 

18  you're  exactly  right.    Any  kind  of  solid  waste 

19  landfill  or  municipal  landfill,  it's  inevitable  to 

20  have  a  light  amount  of  hazardous  waste  in  there. 

21  However,  the  solid  waste  assessment  test  is  to  make 

22  sure  there's  no  leaching  migration  or  some  other 

23  things  happening,  that  can  happen  with  the 

24  concentration  above  those  standard  numbers,  to  be 

25  considered  as  hazardous  waste. 
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1  that  we  have  --  they're  older  landfills  --  were 

2  never  built  under  any  kind  of  federal  grade. 

3  You  start  with  Title  27.    That  doesn't 

4  preclude  you  from  using  some  portion  of  the  RICRA 

5  Regulation.    I  could  have  a  land:ill  that,  based  on 

6  what's  in  there  I  could  say,  let  s  build  a  RICRA 

7  Subtitle  C  CAP  on  it.    The  landfill  still  isn't 

8  under  RICRA  Regulations,  it's  still  under  Title 

9  27.    Because  the  threat  of  teaching  from  soil 

10  exposure  dictates  that  I  put  on  a  special  kind  of  a 

11  cover  system.    And  within  the  RICRA  Regulations 

12  they  say,  if  you  build  this  cover  system  this  is 

13  what  it  has  to  look  like,  and  here's  the  tests  that 

14  it  has  to  pass,  and  it  can't  let  a  certain  amount 

15  of  water  through  over  a  certain  anount  of  time. 

16  So  most  old  landfills  aren':  usually  classed 

17  as  a  RICRA  landfill.    Now  if  we  WTe  building  a 

18  landfill  here,  then  we  would  be  f  rmly  in  with  all 

19  the  RICRA  Regulations  under  RICRA  Subtitle  E  if 

20  that's  going  to  be  a  nonhazardous  waste  landfill. 

21  And  again,  although  we  can  go  out  and  measure 

22  something  and  say,  that's  hazardois  waste,  even 

23  with  your  own  household  garbage  yoi  have  hazardous 

24  waste.    A  bottle  of  vinegar  is  Ph2.    If  I  go  to 

25  Title  22  it  says  any  waste  with  a  3h2  less  than  two 
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1  is  a  hazardous  waste.    Well,  you  throw  out  the 

2  garbage  you  have,  in  theory,  you  have  created  a 

3  hazardous  waste. 

4  Now  there  are  things  in  the  regu  at  ions  that 

5  say  because  you  are  a  homeowner  you  cap  do  small 

6  units  of.    None  of  the  landfills  her.'    re. going  to 

7  fall  under  the  RICRA  Regulations. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:    is  «hat  because  of 

9  the  age? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HEraESSSW :    The  age  of 

11  the  landfills,  the  contents  ef  the  landfills,  and 

12  the  fact  that  they  were  built  a  long  time  ago,  and 

13  they  weren't  built  as  a  SIERA-t'jpe  landfill. 

14  MS.  WESTMORE:    1  i jree  with  that. 

15  But  I  just  want  to  add  that  evei-j  if  it  doesn't  fall 

16  under  the  age  or  the  time,  tn?  WCRA  Regulations 

17  may  still  apply.    Because  you  ca:i  say  it's 

18  relevant,  it's  close  enough,  at  .east  under  the 

19  CERCLA  process,  the  Superfund  process.    If  there's 

20  a  regulation,  you  miss  the  time,  but  it's  similar 

21  enough. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  HENDEf SON :    Well,  on  the 

23  landfills  here,  there  are  portions  of  the  RICRA 

24  where  you  could  say,  gee,  there  i's  a  hazardous  waste 

25  in  this  landfill,  because  I  took  a  sample  and  I  got 
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1  teachable  lead  over  the  Title  22.    Well,  this 

2  landfill  needs  a  full  RICRA  liner  system.    Well,  we 

3  can't  build  a  land  system  on  a  landfill  that's  been 

4  there  for  40  years.    So  you  say,  gee,  that  doesn't 

5  apply,  what  else  could  we  do?    Well,  maybe  we  have 

6  to  build  a  RICRA- type  cap  on  it.    Well,  we  can  say, 

7  there's  not  enough  threat  here,  it's  not  leaching 

8  out.    Instead  of  a  RICRA- type  cap,  we  don't  need  to 

9  go  to  the  RICRA  Regulations,  we  can  put  a  soil  cap 

10  on  it,  so  when  the  water  hits  it,  it  can  kind  of 

11  roll  off.    It  doesn't  leach  through  it,  some  will 

12  leach  through,  but  not  a  lot,  and  we're  keeping 

13  bugs  and  plants  and  stuff  from  growing  in  there, 

14  whatever  waste  is  there.    So  it's  a  very  flexible 

15  system. 

16  Unless  you're  going  to  build  a  landfill 

17  today,  then  it  becomes  very  difficult,  it  becomes 

18  very  rigid,  because  then  there  are  all  the  RICRA 

19  Regulations  that  say,  liner  systems,  leachate 

20  systems,  collection  systems  and  monitoring 

21  systems.    You  have  to  pick  and  choose.    But  these 

22  landfill  systems  won't  be  under  RICRA,  they'll  be 

23  under  Title  27. 

24  MR.  CHOW:    So  I  think  all  these 

25  questions  relate  to  the  next  set,  or  the  last  part 
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1  of  questions  I  have  on  this  shert.    That's  related 

2  to  the  closure  of  the  landf i I  Is,  or  what  would  be 

3  the  presumptive  remedy  for  the  fandfill. 

4  Secondly,  another  question,  it's  very 

5  interesting.    Does  the  regulation  consider  the 

6  proximity  of  the  landfill  next  to  the  urban  area? 

7  MS.  WESTMORE:    EFi  s  presumptive 

8  remedy  on  landfills  is  contairmrnt.    We  look 

9  through  all  the  regulations.    Vfcat  really  applies 

10  here?    What's  the  risk?    What  prt  of  the 

11  regulation  should  we  put  on?    lliether  it's  a  cap, 

12  if  it's  groundwater,  we  take  atlection,  that's 

13  EPA's  presumptive  remedy.    A  pissumptive  remedy 

14  doesn't  mean  that's  the  remedy  you  have  to  go 

15  with.    There's  a  full-blown  pnKess,  I'm  sure 

16  you're  all  aware.    You  look  at  all  the  different 

17  alternatives,  and  then  you  nanpw  it  down.    EPA  has 

18  come  in  and  said,  look,  most  o  I  the  time  you  wind 

19  up  containing  a  landfill  anyway  here's  what  you  do 

20  if  you  have  normal  conditions,  skip  the  paperwork, 

21  let's  go  to  this  containment  nHiedy. 

22  So  that's  our  presumptive,  remedy  work,  it's 

23  not  an  automatic.    But  if  conditions  are  right,  you 

24  should  consider  it. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLOCS:    I  think  that  part 
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1  of  what  confuses  many  RAB  people  is  the  sense  that 

2  these  regulations  are  sort  of  like  carved  in  stone, 

3  you  know,  God  gave  them  to  Moses  and  He  walked  down 

4  from  the  mountain  top  and  there  is  all  these 

5  regulations.    In  fact,  it  is  a  thoroughly 

6  negotiated  process. 

7  You've  got  multiple  authorities,  and  the 

8  entire  process  is  a  series  of  negotiations  as  to 

9  what  standards,  what  levels  of  cleanup  will  apply. 

10  And  I  think  Mr.  Chow  would  agree,  that  even  if 

11  there  was  significantly  high  levels  of  hazardous 

12  waste  in  a  particular  landfill,  that  might  not 

13  necessitate  a  requirement  to  remove  that  landfill 

14  if  it  was  determined  that  that  hazardous  material 

15  was  not  moving,  and  that  it  did  not  pose  a  direct 

16  or  imminent  substantial  danger  to  the  human  health 

17  and  the  environment. 

18  So  I  think  the  concerns  that  RAB  members  are 

19  reaching  at  --  Julie's  point  earlier  --  what  do  we 

20  hang  our  hat  on?    What  do  we  look  at  that  says, 

21  you're  going  to  do  this  if  the  situation  exists? 

22  What  if  it  doesn't  exist  in  large  extent?    And  most 

23  of  this  is  negotiated,  which  is  why  we  go  through 

24  the  remedial  investigation  with  Feasibility 

25  Studies,  so  we  can  determine  what,  in  fact,  the 
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1  environment  that  we're  looking  at  is,  and  how  do  we 

2  then  come  to  a  negotiated  agreement  as  to  how  we're 

3  "ng  to  approach  that?    That  is  why  the  process  is 

4  Jamn  difficult.    Because  then  you're  dealing 

5  with  speculative  and  subjective  presumptions  as  to 

6  whether  or  not  the  contents  of  the  landfill  will 

7  migrate,  if  they  are  not  currently  migrating.  To 

8  what  extent  will  they  change  over  time?    How  will 

9  the  groundwater  move  in  wet  or  dry  seasons? 

10  All  of  these  things  bear  on  decisions  that 

11  you  make  in  a  particular  point  in  time  around  the 

12  cleanup  standards  that  you're  going  to  approach  the 

13  site  with. 

14  So  it  very,  very  confusing,  and  it's 

15  reasonable  for  RAB  members  to  be  confused  about 

16  this  process.    Unfortunately,  in  the  last  six  years 

17  we  have  not  done  a  very  good  job  on  a  regulatory 

18  basis  of  coming  up  with  a  more  clear  path  on  how  we 

19  go  about  this.    We're  still  arguing  about  ARARs  at 

20  many  sites.    And  given  the  fact  that  was  something 

21  that  was  supposed  to  put  all  these  arguments  to 

22  rest  years  ago,  we're  still  facing  the  same 

23  confusions. 

24  I  think  people  have  a  legitimate  concern 

25  about  how  we  are  going  to  get  the  closure,  what 
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1  special  attention  to  those  eco  receptors.  That's, 

2  generally,  what  I  understand. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Again,  it 

4  depends  on  the  kind  of  landfill  you  have.    If  you 

5  have  a  landfill  that  --  if  you  have  drums  that  are 

6  rolling  down  a  hill  and  catching  fire,  if  you  have 

7  houses  around  it  you  can  do  something  very,  very 

8  different  there  than  if  you  had  a  muni  waste 

9  landfill  or  a  construction- type  landfill.  So 

10  housing  does  have  an  affect  on  it.    But  you  have  to 

11  look  at  the  landfill  and  what  is  the  landfill  doing 

12  and  what  are  the  threats  there?    Can  I  mitigate 

13  those  threats  by  putting  a  cover  system  on  it? 

14  The  Bay  Area  is  full  of  landfills.    There  are 

15  parks  on  them  that  you  don't  even  know  about, 

16  because  it  was  closed  at  a  time  when  people  weren't 

17  interested  in  it.    Where  I  live  in  Rockland,  and 

18  out  in  the  east  here,  there  are  lots  of  landfills 

19  around,  and  people  have  built  parks  on  them.  That 

20  doesn't  say  that  every  landfill  should  have  a  park 

21  on  it,  there's  some  landfills  that  shouldn't  have 
27       '.s  on  it. 

23  So  proximity  does  have  to  be  taken  into 

24  account,  but  it  doesn't,  again,  dictate.    If  I  have 

25  a  house  within  150  feet  there,  you  have  to  excavate 
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1  does  closure  mean?    How  are  we  going  to  approach 

2  the  problem?    I  think  there  is  a  lot  more  work  that 

3  needs  to  be  done  with  the  RAB  in  terms  of  answering 

4  those  questions,  because  this  is  a  good  workshop, 

5  but  it  doesn't  fundamentally  get  us  to  the  bottom 

6  line  points  about  what  are  we  going  to  do  with 

7  Landfill  8  or  Landfill  9,  or  whatever.    And  I  think 

8  that's  really  what  people  are  dealing  with,  with 

9  these  questions. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Did  you  want  to 

11  continue  on?    I  think  it  was  the  reuse. 

12  MR.  CHOW:    Yes,  the  reuse.    I  mean, 

13  personally,  I  really  don't  have  anything  to  say  on 

14  that. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  the  question 

16  that  people  are  asking,  I  mean,  Saul  brings  up  that 

17  it  is  a  negotiated  process.    Within  that  process, 

18  what  does  the  projective  reuse  --  what  impact  does 

19  that  have  on  the  process,  if  any?    And  is  it 

20  considered  in  how  you  evaluate  these  landfills? 

21  MR.  CHOW:    We  still  look  at  the  risk, 

22  the  receptors.    And  that's,  basically  --  if  you  are 

23  close  to  an  urban  area,  that  means  we  have  a 

24  receptor  of  human  beings  close  to  this  environment, 

25  or  close  to  some  eco-sensitive  area  and  we  will  pay 
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1  the  landfill  and  take  it  away.    It  doesn't  say 

2  that.    It  says  you've  got  to  look  at  what  the 

3  landfill  is  doing  and  what  the  risks  are  and  can 

4  you  mitigate  those  risks,  and  how  do  you  mitigate 

5  the  risks?    There's  all  sorts  of  different  ways. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    But  looking  at  an 

7  important  point  about  what  the  RABs  do.    The  RAB 

8  implements  the  process  by  expressing  community 

9  objectives,  community  goals  and  criteria  for  the 

10  negotiated  process,  and  that  becomes  a  major 

11  component  of  discussion  about  how  it  is.    So,  to  a 

12  certain  extent,  it  doesn't  even  matter,  on  a 

13  certain  level,  as  to  whether  or  not  there  are  a 

14  million  landfills  out  there  and  some  of  them  have 

15  parks.    What  matters  is  whether  or  not  the 

16  community  that's  going  to  be  dealing  with  this 

17  particular  installation  is  comfortable  with  the 

18  remedy  proposed  by  the  military,  and  whether  or  not 

19  it's  going  to  decide  on  its  own  to  go  ahead  and 

20  advocate  the  stronger  remedy  selection.  That's 

21  really  the  question  that  everybody's  coming  to  at 

22  this  point. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Are  you 

24  suggesting  that  there  may  be  a  situation  where  the 

25  regulatory  authority,  in  this  case,  DTSC  and  the 
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For  example,  where  the  infrastructure  was 

1 

2  Board  say  that  the  nature  and  characterization  and 

2 

going  to  be  laid  around  parts  of  the  shipyard  --  it 

3  the  assessment  of  these  landfills,  presented  by  the 

3 

makes  it  very,  very  difficult  for  the  City  to  lay 

4  Army,  is  accurate  and  their  proposed  remedies  are 

4 

any  infrastructure  and  get  any  economic  vitality 

5  sufficient  to  mitigate  any  risk,  and  that  you  and 

5 

out  of  that  site. 

6  other  representatives  of  the  public  may  disagree 

6 

So  here's  a  process  where  we've  gone  up  to 

7  with  that  and  demand  a  stronger  or  more 

7 

the  rod,  all  the  parties  agree,  and  then  suddenly 

8  conservative  cleanup  measure. 

8 

the  Public  Utilities  Department  comes  in  and  says. 

9                      BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  think  that's 

9 

well,  gee,  great  agreement,  but  we  have  to  sink  our 

10  about  half  of  our  litigation,  currently.    I  think 

10 

utility  lines  to  30  feet  and  you've  gotten  us  to 

11  that  the  issue  is,  whether  or  not  the  community  can 

11 

clean  up  only  to  ten.    We  have  to  come  up  with  a 

12  express  effectively  its  concerns.    Identify  why  it 

12 

solution  that's  going  to  work,  and  now  everybody  is 

13  differs  from  the  regulatory  agency,  the  lead 

13 

rethinking  part  of  that. 

14  agency,  and  present  a  reasonable  argument  that 

14 

So  just  because  the  regulators  all  agree  at  a 

15  would  get  people  to  change  their  minds,  whether 

15 

particular  given  moment  in  time,  doesn't  mean  that 

16  through  litigation  or  negotiation  with  the 

16 

the  ball  is  out  of  play.    It  means  that  as  long  as 

17  regulatory  agencies. 

17 

we,  as  a  community,  agree  with  that  decision,  then 

18           I  mean,  let  me  give  you  an  example  from 

18 

it  can  move  forward.    We  have  other  recourse,  as 

19  another  site.    The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

19 

well.    That  is  to  ensure  that  we  get  more  of  a 

20  signed  off  on  a  particular  set  of  agreements  around 

20 

cleanup  that  reflects  the  values  of  the  community. 

21  the  Record  of  Decisions  regarding  parts  of  the 

21 

And  there  are  other  issues  in  play,  too. 

22  Hunter's  Point  Shipyard.    They  are  now  rethinking 

22 

It's  not  just  a  particular  --  I  mean,  it's 

23  some  of  the  components  of  those  decisions,  because 

23 

natural  resources,  damages  that  have  to  be 

24  elements  of  the  background  weren't  available  to  the 

24 

incorporated  in  any  of  these  decisions  that  are 

25  EPA  when  it  was  making  its  decision. 

25 

being  made,  and  that's  a  very  significant  component 
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1  of  CERCLA.    And  I  think  those  are  other  issues  that 

1 

let's  not  do  this  presumptive  remedy.  The 

2  even  if  you  all  come  out  and  say,  yes,  this  is  the 

2 

presumptive  remedy  is  a  way  to  try  to  speed  up  the 

3  case,  and  somebody  comes  out  and  says,  well,  we  can 

3 

process,  and  most  of  the  time  it's  the  way  to  go. 

4  prove  that  this  is  going  to  cause  substantial 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Is  high 

5  damage,  long-term,  to  natural  resources,  then  we 

5 

groundwater  one  of  the  factors,  as  well? 

6  can  go  and  take  a  third  tack  at  approaching  the 

6 

MS.  WESTMORE:    I  haven't  heard  of 

7  cleanup  agreement  that  is  being  raised  around  this 

7 

high  groundwater  being  an  issue.    But  if  it's  a 

8  issue. 

8 

unique  condition  to  this  site  where  you  think  that 

9          So  it's  certainly  not  all  cut  and  dry  in 

9 

you  cannot  contain  it,  you  cannot  control  this 

10  terms  that  the  regulators  agree,  the  military 

10 

waste,  it  could  be  a  way  to  kick  out  this 

11  agrees,  we're  done  with  this  process. 

11 

presumptive  remedy  and  go  back  to  a  full-fledged 

12                          BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     I  have  a 

12 

Feasibility  Study. 

13  question  for  Ms.  Westmore  and  EPA.    Could  you  Just 

13 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

14  list  what  some  of  the  factors  which  EPA  justifies 

14 

questions? 

15  for  overcoming  the  presumption  of  containment? 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    It  is  my 

16                       MS.  WESTMORE:    Reuse  is  one.  Size. 

16 

understanding,  from  our  last  couple  of  meetings. 

17  Costs  sometimes,  if  they  think  the  cost,  the  E  and 

17 

that  the  Army  went  out  and  took  samples  as  a  result 

18  M,  is  so  substantial. 

18 

of  the  wet-weather  flows  that  were  observed  off 

19                         BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Is  it  too 

19 

those  landfills,  and  that  Paul  would  be  providing 

20  costly  to  contain  it?   What  is  less  costly? 

20 

that  data  at  this  meeting. 

21                        MS.  WESTMORE:    Dig  it  up.    The  type 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    No.     I  don't 

22  of  waste  here  --  what  I'm  hearing  is  that  it's  not 

22 

recall  for  this  meeting.    We've  taken  several  -- 

23  significant,  if  but  there's  radio  active  material. 

23 

Greg,  how  many  samplings  events  have  we  done? 

24  or  something  that  is  just  to  difficult  to  contain. 

24 

MR.  LITTLE:    We've  done  two.  We're 

25  then  we'll  say,  let's  go  back  to  the  long  process. 

25 

waiting  on  the  second  round. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  can  the 

2  public  see  some  of  this  initial  data  before  it's 

3  '  put  into  a  package,  or  is  the  quality  control 

4  finished  yet? 

5  MR.  LITTLE:    The  quality  control  is 

6  not  finished  yet. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    And  which 

8  landfills  have  you  sampled? 

9  MR.  LITTLE:    The  area  around  El  Pol  in 

10  Springs  and  then  -- 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    In  your  experience 

12  for  these  small  landfills,  an  acre  or  less  in  size, 

13  what  kind  of  range  of  alternatives  have  you  seen 

14  actually  implemented?    Just  outside,  not  focused  on 

15  the  Presidio. 

16  MR.  SCOTT:    Removal  has  sometimes 

17  been  a  choice.    Frequently,  it  will  be  placing  soil 

18  cover  over  vegetation  so  that  you're  not  dealing 

19  with  any  threat  to  kids  playing  on  it  or  people 

20  walking  over  it.    It's  been  rare,  but  it  does 

21  happen  that  we've  run  into  situations  where  there 

22  are  groundwater  issues.    Those  are  usually  related 

23  to  areas  where  there  is  industry  and  other  things 

24  get  dumped  into  them,  chemicals,  drums,  things  like 

25  that. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

2  questions?    Well,  thank  you  very  much  to  the 

3  experts  who  came  and  helped  us  here  tonight.  Thank 

4  you,  Joseph,  for  helping  to  arrange  this.  Okay, 

5  onto  Item  5.B. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  Crissy  Field 

7  RAP  was  finalized  last  Friday  and  sent  out  for 

8  signature  to  DTSC.    When  it's  returned  to  the  Army 

9  it  will  be  forwarded  for  signature  by  the  Army. 

10  Following  that,  we  can  begin  remediation 

11  activities.    We're  hoping  to  accomplish  the 

12  signature,  and  start  up  remediation  beginning 

13  Monday  of  next  week.    It  a  very  fast  signature 

14  period  we're  hoping  for. 

15  As  part  of  this  discussion  we  want  to  have 

16  somebody  from  IT  Corporation  and  Woodward/Clyde 

17  come  up  and  give  you  a  summary  of  the  past,  some  of 

18  the  sampling  activities  that  occurred  that  were  -- 

19  the  information  from  those  sampling  activities  were 

20  rolled  into  the  decisions  that  were  made  in  the 

21  RAP,  as  well.    So  we're  going  to  have  them  come  up 

22  and  give  a  brief  presentation.    I  think  we'll  have 

23  Cathy  speak  first,  from  Woodward/Clyde. 

24  MS.  PAT TON :    I 'm  Cathy  Patton.  I'm 

25  with  Woodward/Clyde,  and  we're  subcontractors  on  a 
 RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING  


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


51 


52 


1  number  of  the  remediation  projects  here  at  the 

2  Presidio.    Bob  Boggs  will  be  giving  a  presentation, 

3  also. 

4  As  you  recall,  the  Army  agreed  to  collect 

5  additional  sampling  in  the  Crissy  Field  area  prior 

6  to  fine- lining  and  prior  to  conducting  remediation 

7  activities.    This  additional  sampling  was  conducted 

8  to  do  a  number  of  things.    The  first  was  to  fulfill 

9  the  requirements  of  the  Crissy  Field  Remedial 

10  Action  Plan. 

11  The  second  was  to  provide  additional 

12  information  regarding  potential  contamination,  or 

13  the  extent  of  contamination,  where  we  knew  from 

14  previous  results,  that  it  was  present  at  Crissy 

15  Field. 

16  A  third  objective  was  to  assess  whether  soil 

17  to  be  removed  as  part  of  the  wetlands  restoration 

18  project  contains  heavy  metals  at  concentrations 

19  that  are  above  hazardous  waste  levels. 

20  And  a  final  objective  was  to  refine  the 

21  extent  of  the  excavation  areas  prior  to  preparing 
2?        final  remedial  action  workplan,  which  is  being 

23  ..alized  right  now  for  review. 

24  So  you'll  see  this  abbreviation,  RAWP.  It's 

25  the  plan  that  describes  how  we're  going  to  conduct 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


1  the  remediation  work. 

2  The  activities  that  were  conducted  as  a  part 

3  of  the  pre- remediation  sampling  are  described  in 

4  the  soil  sampling  workplan  at  Crissy  Field  as 

5  prepared  by  IT  Corporation,  and  that's  available  in 

6  the  BEC's  office  for  review,  if  anyone  wants  to  see 

7  that. 

8  The  types  of  activity  that  are  included  -- 

9  you  recall  the  grid  sampling  at  Site  7,  and  soil 

10  sampling  at  various  other  locations.    The  work 

11  began  on  January  21st,  and  was  completed  on 

12  February  10th.    An  interim  data  summary  has  been 

13  prepared  to  summarize  the  analytical  results.  What 

14  you  will  get  from  Bob  is  a  summary  of  the  results 

15  and  what  they  will  mean  to  us. 

16  I'll  talk  a  little  bit  about  what  these 

17  results  tell  us  in  a  general  sense.    In  looking  at 

18  the  results,  we  see  that  there  are  three  general 

19  resuLts.    Either  we  found  that  there  is  no  new  or 

20  additional  contamination  at  a  site,  so  we  didn't 

21  make  any  adjustments  to  the  remedial  action 

22  workplan,  it  was  fine  the  way  it  was  submitted 

23  originally.    Or,  there  was  new  or  additional 

24  contamination,  so  we've  adjusted  the  excavation 

25  areas  or  added  hot-spot  excavation,  accordingly,  in 
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1  the  remedial  action  workplan. 

2  Thirdly,  additional  contamination  was 

3  identified,  and  additional  data  are  being  collected 

4  and  evaluated  so  we  can  determine  the  appropriate 

5  extent  of  the  excavation  and  include  that  in  the 

6  remedial  action  workplan. 

7  That  sort  of  summarizes  where  we  are.  If 

8  anybody  has  any  questions  I  can  answer  them,  or  Bob 

9  can  come  up  and  talk  about  the  specifics  on  any 

10  site. 

11  MR.  BOGGS:    Basically,  when  we  did 

12  the  sampling  out  in  Crissy  Field,  we  looked  at  nine 

13  areas  out  there.    So  I'm  not  going  to  go 

14  area-by-area  right  now.    I'll  just  give  you  a 

15  summary  of  what  we  did,  what  we  were  looking  for, 

16  what  the  results  are,  and  how  that  will  affect  the 

17  remediation  here  at  Crissy  Field. 

18  First  area  we  looked  at  is  the  Building 

19  640/643  area.    At  the  time  it  was  thought  that 

20  there  weren't  quite  enough  sample  analysis  done  in 

21  the  courtyard,  in  front  of  the  buildings  where  all 

22  the  activity  would  be,  so  we  went  and  took  more 

23  samples  out  in  that  area.    We  analyzed  the  samples 

24  for  cadmium,  lead,  silver  and  zinc.    All  these 

25  samples  were  below  the  cleanup  levels  that  have 
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1  there  weren't  enough  samples  taken  along  the  firing 

2  line.    Actually,  the  backstop  where  the  bullets 

3  hit,  was  very,  very  well  characterized.    There  was 

4  no  concern  there.    So  along  the  firing  line  we  took 

5  three  samples,  analyzed  them  for  copper,  lead  and 

6  zinc.    One  of  these  samples  did  exceed  our  cleanup 

7  level  for  zinc. 

8  What  we've  shown  here  is  --  the  blue  dots  are 

9  samples.    And  what  we've  done  is  this  sample  here 

10  came  up  high  for  zinc,  that's  1000  parts  per 

11  million.    It's  not  shown  on  here,  but  in  this  area 

12  we're  already  proposing  to  excavate  as  part  of  the 

13  remediation  workplan.    So  because  we  have  this  hot 

14  spot,  we're  expanding  this  area  to  include  this  as 

15  part  of  the  removal  action  for  Crissy  Field. 

16  Building  954,  this  down  here.    Building  950 

17  we're  currently  doing  work.    These  additional  zinc 

18  samples,  we  kind  of  stepped  out  to  see  how  far  we 

19  really  might  have  to  dig  as  part  of  initial 

20  excavation.    These  samples  were  analyzed  for 

21  cadmium,  copper,  lead  and  zinc.    Four  of  these 

22  exceeded  cleanup  levels,  so  we're  going  to  expand 

23  the  excavation  area  so  it  includes  those  samples. 

24  Again,  the  sample  locations  are  in  blue,  and 

25  what's  in  green  here  is  our  proposed  additional 
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1  been  agreed  to.    So,  basically,  there  is  nothing 

2  being  proposed  for  this.    We  are  currently  doing 

3  work  in  that  area.    This  new  analysis  just  confirms 

4  what  we  originally  planned  in  the  workplan. 

5  The  four  blue  dots  up  here,  those  are  spots 

6  and  locations  where  the  samples  were  taken.  This 

7  area  down  here,  that's  where  we're  excavating  for 

8  the  workplan,  and  that  hasn't  changed.    That  one  is 

9  pretty  straightforward. 

10  The  Buildings  901/919  area,  those  were 

11  formally  some  barracks  that  were  taken  down  by  the 

12  Park  Service.    They  were  at  the  northwest  end  of 

13  Crissy  Field.    There  were  19  samples  collected  and 

14  analyzed  for  lead.    All  the  levels  of  lead  were 

15  below  the  cleanup  levels,  quite  a  bit  below,  so 

16  we're  not  proposing  any  change  to  the  workplan. 

17  And  this  slide,  I  didn't  think  you'd  be  able 

18  to  see  these  down  here.    These  are  actually  the 

19  results.    Down  here  you  can  see  the  cleanup  levels 

20  is  477,  that's  base  on  ecological  cleanup.    Here  we 

21  have  120,  and  the  highest  we  had  was  140,  so 

22  everything  is  very  clean  there.    And  again  the  blue 

23  dots  show  the  sample  locations. 

24  The  Firing  Range  924.    The  firing  range  is 

25  behind  924.    There  was  some  concerns  raised  that 
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1  excavation. 

2  Crissy  Field  Rifle  Institute.    There  was  two 

3  components  to  the  sampling  here.    There  was  a 

4  request  for  more  characterization  in  the  area  of 

5  the  trap  range.    We  collected  four  samples  there, 

6  two  on  the  surface,  and  two  that  were  two  feet 

7  down. 

8  In  addition,  there  was  some  work  done  earlier 

9  that  showed  PAHs  and  hydrocarbon  traces  throughout 

10  Crissy  Field.    One  of  those  samples  was  a  composite 

11  that  was  taken  from  four  separate  locations  on 

12  Crissy  Field.    So  rather  than  go  dig  up  those  four 

13  locations,  we  decided  to  look  closer  at  a  couple  of 

14  those  locations  to  see  if  they  really  were  of 

15  concern.    Two  of  the  locations  we  know  were  of 

16  concern,  because  we  found  other  contamination  in 

17  the  area.    So  two  of  these  samples  were  for  part  of 

18  that  composite  sample  that  we  didn't  think  was  a 

19  concern.    All  of  the  samples  were  analyzed  for 

20  PCB.    The  two  samples  that  were  collected  at  two 

21  feet  of  depth  were  analyzed  for  lead.    Lead  samples 

22  were  below  cleanup  levels  and  we  had  one  sample 

23  that  exceeded  our  cleanup  level  for 

24  benzo(a)pyrene. 

25  Initially,  two  years  ago,  a  sample  was 
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1  collected  from  here,  here  and  two  spots  way  up 

2  underneath,  welL,  actually,  along  the  coastline 

3  e.    We  know  that  this  area  was  hot,  and  we  were 

4  ,ig  to  clean  it  up.     It  was  combined  with  these 

5  areas,  so  we  sampled  those  and  came  out  clean 

6  during  the  sampling. 

7  Up  here  we  did  have  one  sample  that  exceeded 

8  our  benzo(a)pyrene  cleanup  level,  and  we're 

9  proposing  to  do  an  excavation  there.    This  map 

10  shows  the  whole  area  of  what  we're  doing  out  at 

11  Crissy  Field.    This  here  is  what  I  was  telling  you 

12  about,  the  four  parts.    One  came  from  here,  and  one 

13  from  here,  the  other  two  were  down  here.    So  this 

14  shows  all  the  original  excavation  that's  been 

15  proposed,  based  on  this  sampling. 

16  Building  923/937  area.    Again,  this  is  a 

17  request  for  further  characterizing.    We're  doing  a 

18  lot  of  work  in  this  area.    This  was  to  provide 

19  additional  information  regarding  the  courtyards. 

20  And  there  was  a  small  area  in  the  back  where  we  had 

21  a  hit  of  PCB  and  we  wanted  to  confirm  whether  that 

22  was  a  large  area  or  not,  so  we  did  collect  a  sample 

23  for  PCBs  back  there.    Of  all  the  samples  collected 

24  only  one  exceeded  cleanup  goals  and  we're  going  to 

25  propose  a  hot  spot  excavation  for  that  area. 
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1  living  in  concentrations  of  metals  on  Crissy  Field, 

2  primarily,  concern  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the 

3  wetlands.    So  what  we  did  was,  we  created  a  grid,  a 

4  100  foot  by  100  foot  grid  that  covered  the  entire 

5  footprint  of  the  wetlands.    We  ended  up  with  85 

6  grid  squares.    In  each  grid  square,  we  put  two 

7  borings  down  six  feet,  collected  three  samples  from 

8  each  of  those  borings  and  composed  it  into  one 

9  sample.    So  this  way  we  could  characterize  the 

10  whole  grid  square,  as  to  whether  it  exceeds  the 

11  hazardous  waste  limits  or  not. 

12  We  had  12  grid  squares  that  exceeded  cleanup 

13  goals.    So  right  now,  12  grid  squares  at  100  feet 

14  by  100  feet  by  six  feet  deep  is  a  large  amount  of 

15  soil.    So  what  we're  doing  now  is,  we're  going  back 

16  to  further  defined  that  area.    Is  it  big,  or  is  it 

17  small?    Because  all  we  have  now  is  one  sample  to 

18  characterize  the  whole  area.    So  right  now  we  are 

19  in  the  process  of  actually  determining  what  our 

20  area  needs  to  be. 

21  This  shows  the  general  location  of  the  grid 
27       ires  that  did  exceed  the  STLC  limits.  They 

23  imarily  exceeded  for  lead.    There  was  some  minor 

24  exceedences  of  copper  cleanup  levels,  zinc  cleanup 

25  levels,  but  for  soluble  components  it  exceeded 
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1  This  map  shows  the  location  of  these 

2  samples.    This  is  a  sample  that  was  analyzed  for 

3  PCBs.    There  was  an  old  transformer  in  this  area, 

4  and  we  are  currently  proposing  cleanup  for  PCBs  in 

5  this  area.    Based  on  this  analysis,  we  found  out 

6  that  it's  a  relatively  small  area. 

7  You  should  note  that  this  sample  here,  ties 

8  in  with  one  of  the  earlier  slides  that  we  had  from 

9  the  Building  924  firing  range.    It  was  a  collocated 

10  sample,  and  this  is  going  to  be  cleaned  up  as  part 

11  of  that  firing  range. 

12  Also,  somebody  had  noted  that  there  was  a 

13  couple  of  stained  areas  in  that  area,  so  we  went 

14  back  and  collected  samples  of  those  stained  areas, 

15  because  we  don't  know  what  could  have  been  there. 

16  We  analyzed  the  samples  for  almost  everything  you 

17  could  think  of,  metal  solvents,  PCBs,  volatile 

18  organic  compounds,  gasoline.    Nothing  was  detected 

19  above  cleanup  levels  in  any  of  these  samples. 

20  This  shows  the  two  sample  locations.  This 

21  one  is  within  the  area  of  Building  924.  The 

22  photograph  was  from  prior  to  the  building  being 

23  constructed. 

24  Fill  Site  7.    This  sampling  was  originally 

25  done  to  determine  if  there  were  hazardous  wastes 
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1  hazardous  waste  limits  that  were  limited  to  lead. 

2  These  are  the  grid  squares.    We're  in  the 

3  process  now  of  actually  analyzing  individual 

4  borings  within  these  grid  squares  and  stepping  out 

5  to  adjacent  grid  squares  to  try  and  get  a  better 

6  description  of  where  the  actual  contamination  is. 

7  One  last  thing  that  happened.    As  part  of 

8  this,  we  weren't  scheduled  to  analyze  for 

9  hydrocarbons  at  Fill  Site  7.    But  during  our 

10  sampling  program,  we  noticed  some  odors.  We 

11  alerted  the  Army.    The  Army  said  sample  it  for 

12  hydrocarbons.    We  also  analyzed  for  potential 

13  solvents  or  COCs,  anything  that  might  give  it  that 

14  type  of  odor. 

15  Based  on  the  results,  two  of  these  samples 

16  exceeded  cleanup  goals  for  motor  oil.    There  were 

17  minor  components  of  other  constituents,  but  motor 

18  oil  was  the  only  thing  that  exceeded  levels. 

19  So  what  we're  proposing,  basically,  in  these 

20  two  areas,  is  to  excavate.   And  we're  also 

21  proposing  that  we're  going  to  do  some  additional 

22  sampling  when  we  do  that  excavation  to  better 

23  characterize  if  there  was  additional  contamination 

24  in  that  area.    Any  questions? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:     How  long  is  the 
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1  cleanup  going  tp  take?    When  will  it  be  finished? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     It  should  be 

3  finished  August  1st. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I:    Your  presentation 

5  was  excellent. 

6  MR.  BOGGS:     Thank  you. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    There  are  other 

8  heavy  metals  that  one  might  consider.    Was  there 

9  some  reason  that  some  of  those  weren't  looked  at, 

10  based  on  previous  sampling? 

11  MR.  BOGGS:    The  consultant  for  GGNPA, 

12  who's  constructing  the  wetland,  there  was  a  bunch 

13  of  data  collected  during  the  RI,  and  during  the  RI 

14  they  did  look  at  the  metals.    The  GGNPA 's 

15  consultant,  after  looking  at  all  that  data,  said, 

16  well,  these  are  the  six  metals  that  we're  most 

17  concerned  with.    So  we  went  and  analyzed  them. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    The  second 

19  site  you  put  up,  was  with  lead  samples  that  were 

20  under  the  cleanup  level.    You  mentioned  a  couple  in 

21  the  100s,  like,  128,  140,  130.    Did  you  run  STLCs 

22  on  those,  because  they  were  over  50? 

23  MR.  BOGGS:    No,  we  did  not  run  STLCs 

24  on  those. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    Okay.  How 
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1  come? 

2  MR.  BOGGS:    It  wasn't  planned  on,  it 

3  wasn't  part  of  the  negotiated  sampling  plan. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    Then,  on  this 

5  deal  with  the  grids,  the  12  grids,  there  was  one,  I 

6  think,  079,  that  seemed  to  be  surrounded.    Are  you 

7  going  to  re-test  that  to  make  sure  it's  clean? 

8  MR.  BOGGS:    Yes.    We're  going  to  do 

9  additional  discrete  borings,  and  we're  going  to 

10  begin  analyzing  those  starting  tomorrow. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    Thank  you. 

12  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    I  noticed  that  when 

13  samples  exceeded  something,  there  was  not  a 

14  consistent  level.    It  seems  some  exceeded 

15  ecological  standards,  some  exceeded  your  goal 

16  standards.    So  are  they  being  based  on  different 

17  standards? 

18  MR.  BOGGS:    The  standards  out  here  at 

19  Crissy  Field  are  a  little  confusing  to  understand, 

20  partially  because  there's  a  serpentinite  outcrop 

21  throughout  the  Presidio.    Serpentinite,  as  an 

22  example.    We  have  a  cleanup  level,  eco  based 

23  cleanup  level  for  chromium,  of  264  parts  per 

24  million.    That's  what  we  say  would  be  safe  for 

25  birds  out  at  Crissy  Field.    The  serpentinite,  when 
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1  it's  analyzed,  has  5500  parts  per  million  chromium, 

2  way,  way  above  the  eco  based  cleanup  level  for  the 

3  birds.    So  what  we  actually  clean  up  to  in  the 

4  serpentinite  is  5500,  because  you  can't  dig  up  the 

5  whole  Presidio;  that's  naturally  occurring. 

6  However  if  we're  out    in  the  beach  dune  sand,  where 

7  we're  way  far  away  from  any  serpentinite,  we  have 

8  to  clean  up  to  264.    So  there's  going  to  be  certain 

9  areas  that  are  driven  by  eco  base,  human  health 

10  base,  or  background. 

11  MR.  MIDDLETON:    How  do  you  determine 

12  how  far  out  from  the  samples  that  you'll  be 

13  excavating? 

14  MR.  BOGGS:    This  is  proposed  for 

15  additional  excavation.    It's  not  something  that's 

16  cast  in  stone.    What  we  are  doing  is,  when  we  go 

17  and  take  that  initial  excavation,  we  will  then 

18  sample  what's  been  agreed  upon.    One  sample  in  each 

19  of  the  four  cardinal  directions,  and  one  sample 

20  within  the  base  footprint  of  what's  been 

21  excavated.    Now  that's  the  minimum  for  small 

22  areas.    If  we  get  into  anything  of  a  larger  area, 

23  we  actually  have  a  grid  set  up  that  may  be  50-by-50 

24  across  the  bottom  every  place  and  so  many  feet 

25  around  the  perimeter  of  the  excavation. 
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1  We  just  proposed  a  moderate,  depending  on  the 

2  area  and  what  we  know.    For  example,  at  924  it's 

3  actually  quite  a  distance  away  from  where  we're 

4  excavating,  but  we're  extending  that  all  the  way 

5  down.    It's  probably  15,  20  feet  in  diameter  that 

6  we'll  be  excavating  with  our  initial  excavation, 

7  and  then  stepping  out  with  our  analysis. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  you  undertook 

9  all  this  further  analysis  as  a  result  of  the 

10  regulators  being  involved,  and  GGNPA,  and  what  not; 

11  is  that  right? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Yes. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    For  example, 

14  when  you  were  going  through  Crissy  Field,  and  you 

15  noticed  the  odor,  did  you  report  those  observations 

16  to  anybody  besides  the  Army? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Their  job  is 

18  to  report  to  us.    During  that  time,  based  on  our 

19  knowledge  at  the  site,  and  knowledge  of  past  sites, 

20  we  tell  them  to  go  ahead  and  expand  and  pick  up 

21  what  might  be  there. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  I'm  just 

23  curious.    Say  you  all  decided  that  you  weren't 

24  going  to  do  any  further  investigation,  would  you 

25  have  confirmed  with  the  Trust,  for  example,  in 
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1  making  that  decision,  or  wouLd  you  just  make  it  on 

2  your  own? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :    All  that 

4  jrmation  would  be  in  reports  like  this  that  come 

5  out  and  say,  here's  what  we're  doing  at  the  site. 

6  If  we  had  made  a  bad  choice,  I'm  sure  people  would 

7  have  told  us  about  it. 

8  The  point  is,  when  he's  out  in  the  field, 

9  it's  very  difficult  to  gather  together  a  group  of 

10  15  or  20  people  and  talk  it  out  when  he's  got 

11  people  waiting  there  with  sample  bottles  in  hand. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    I  just  wanted  to 

13  get  a  feel  for  how  much  communication  there  was 

14  between  the  different  parties  in  the  process. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     For  the 

16  actual  work  that  we're  going  to  be  doing  out  at 

17  Crissy  Field  there  will  be  a  lot  of  coordination, 

18  and  especially  when  Golden  Gate  National  Park 

19  Service  begins  their  work,  we'll  have  even  closer 

20  coordination.    We'll  have  a  plan  in  case  they're 

21  out  there  digging  and  hit  something  that  we  might 

22  have  missed,  and  how  to  respond,  and  all  the 

23  protocols  will  be  set  in  place. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  Let's 

25  take  a  break  for  about  10  minutes. 
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1  (Break) 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Ue  have  scheduled 

3  Melissa  Nelson  from  the  Cultural  Conservancy  to 

4  speak. 

5  MS.  NELSON:    Good  evening.  It's 

6  really  an  honor  to  be  here  tonight,  and  I  want  to 

7  thank  Leeann  Lahren  for  inviting  me  to  speak  about 

8  this  very  important  issue. 

9  My  name  is  Melissa  Nelson  and  I'm  the 

10  Executive  Director  and  President  of  the  Cultural 

11  Conservancy,  a  local  park  partner.  Native  American 

12  nonprofit  organization,  that  works  with  Native 

13  American  Communities  on  environmental  issues. 

14  We've  been  here  since  June  of  1996.    And  part 

15  of  our  mission  is  really  honoring  the  traditional 

16  people  whose  ancestor's  land  we  are  on. 

17  In  coming  to  the  Presidio,  I  wanted  to  learn 

18  about  the  Oh  I  one  community,  and  work  with  the 

19  Ohlone  community,  on  what  their  goals  are  regarding 

20  the  future  of  the  Presidio. 

21  I  want  to  give  just  a  little 

22  historical  overview  of  the  land  that  we're  on 

23  here.    Here  is  a  time  line  that  shows  the 

24  jurisdictional  control  of  the  land  here  that  we 

25  call  the  Presidio.    There's  archeological  evidence 
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1  that  Ohlone  were  here  at  least  10,000  years  ago, 

2  and  probably,  much  longer,  but  a  lot  of  evidence  is 

3  unavailable  due  to  the  ice  caps  melting  and  a  lot 

4  of  artifacts  being  inundated  by  the  water. 

5  Then  we  go  through  the  Spanish,  the  Mexican 

6  government  and  military.    Then  when  Mexico  ceded 

7  California  to  the  United  States  --  actually,  in 

8  that  treaty,  there's  stated  that  lands  in  the 

9  Presidio  and  around  the  Mission  were  supposed  to  go 

10  to  local  California  Indian  communities.    Of  course, 

11  the  early  legislator  of  California  did  not  follow 

12  that,  but  it's  in  that  treaty  that  this  is 

13  California/Indian.    These  lands  were  never  ceded  to 

14  the  United  States  Government,  officially,  unlike 

15  other  areas  in  the  country  where  treaties  were 

16  signed  and  honored.    Here  the  treaties  were 

17  created,  but  they  were  never  ratified  by  the 

18  Senate,  and  therefore,  the  California  Indians  never 

19  gave  up  this  land. 

20  In  1972  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation 

21  area  was  established.    At  that  time  the  Presidio 
2?        considered  to  be  included  in  the  park.  In 

23  .        the  Army  announced  that  it  will  be  closed  and 

24  be  converted  to  the  National  Park  Service.  Right 

25  now  we're  in  a  transitional  period  between  the 
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1  National  Park  Service  and  the  new  Presidio  Trust 

2  that  is  coming  in,  a  yet  undefined  entity  that  we 

3  will  learn  more  about. 

4  Then  in  the  future  15  years,  the  Trust  has  to 

5  show  whether  they  can  make  this  place  economically 

6  sufficient  or  not.    And  at  that  point,  we're  not 

7  sure  what's  going  to  happen.    If  the  Trust  and  the 

8  Park  Service  will  continue;  if  the  Presidio  will  be 

9  sold  off  to  the  highest  bidder,  as  some  people  say 

10  will  probably  happen,  or,  as  what  I'm  very 

11  interested  in,  and  I  know  the  Ohlone  Tribe  are  very 

12  interested  in,  is  having  a  say-so  here  and  having 

13  jurisdictional  control  over  their  ancestral  lands. 

14  Specifically,  I  want  to  talk  about  Crissy 

15  Field,  because  there  are  known  and  documented 

16  Ohlone  burial  sites  there,  and  I  was  very 

17  distraught  to  find  that  this  was  not  brought  to 

18  many  people's  attention,  especially  folks  like 

19  yourself,  who  are  in  the  position  of  responsibility 

20  for  managing  and  cleaning  up  the  Presidio, 

21  specifically,  Crissy  Field. 

22  This  is  from  Leo  Barker,  who  is  the  GGNRA 

23  archeologist.    Some  prehistorical  remains  have  been 

24  documented.    And  seasonally  or  permanently  occupied 

25  prehistorical  sites  are  likely  in  the  Presidio, 
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1  because  of  the  expensive  freshwater  resources  and 

2  the  large  estuary  lagoons  and  slues  that  once 

3  extended  along  the  waterfront  areas  from  Fort  Mason 

4  to  Fort  Point,  specifically,  the  Crissy  Field 

5  area. 

6  There  are  two  known  and  documented  sites 

7  there.    In  1912  a  California  Indian  shell  mound, 

8  sized  approximately,  100  feet  by  250  feet,  was 

9  found  at  Crissy  Field  in  front  of  the  motor  pool 

10  area.    This  shell  mound,  according  to  Traditional 

11  Native  American  Archeologist,  and  San  Jose  State 

12  Archeologist,  Allen  Leventhal,  to  these  folks  these 

13  shell  mounds  do  not  represent  simple  refuse  piles 

14  or  midden  heaps,  that  a  lot  of  archeologist  say 

15  they  are.    They  actually  represent  elaborate 

16  ceremonial  grave  complexes.    There  have  already 

17  been  burials  down  there.    There's  a  high,  very  high 

18  likelihood  that  other  burials  will  be  found  in 

19  Crissy  Field,  and  it  is  sacred  land  to  native 

20  people.    Honoring  the  ancestors  is  honoring  the 

21  burials,  honoring  the  dead.    And  taking  care  of 

22  those  sites  is  of  extreme  importance.    And  as  a 

23  federal  agency,  as  the  Army,  you  have  a 

24  responsibility  to  follow  certain  federal  laws, 

25  specifically,  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection 
 RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING   


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


71 


1  month  and  a  half  ago,  and  he  said  the  sound  beams, 

2  I  can't  remember  the  technique,  but  he  said  that  it 

3  was  very  difficult  because  there  had  been  so  much 

4  landfill,  with  a  lot  of  concrete  structures 

5  underground,  that  the  probing  devices  could  not 

6  penetrate  that  deeply.    So  he  felt  it  was  not  a 

7  very  effective  device  for  finding  other  sites.  But 

8  there  has  already  been  known  sites.    And  again, 

9  this  shell  mound  is  a  very  large  area  that  was 

10  found.    The  likelihood,  based  on  other 

11  archeological  sites  throughout  the  Bay  Area,  is 

12  that  there  will  be  other  graves  found.    And  this 

13  midden  is  not  just  where  they  ate  their  abalone  and 

14  threw  the  shells.    It  was  a  specific  ceremonial 

15  complex  to  honor  their  dead. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Well,  do  you 

17  think  that  when  the  excavation  is  being  done  at 

18  Crissy  Field  that  that's  when  the  burial  sites  will 

19  be  found? 

20  MS.  NELSON:    Yes.    But  the  point  is, 

21  and  again,  Rosemary  Cambra  can  speak  about  this. 

22  Working  in  the  area  of  repatriation,  she  has  her 

23  own  Ohlone  family  consulting  group  that  does 

24  archeological  work  throughout  the  Bay  Area. 

25  The  point  is,  you  do  not  want  to  disturb 
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1  and  Repatriation  Act  that  came  into  being  in  1990. 

2  You  have  a  federal  responsibility  to  follow  what's 

3  called  the  Section  106  Process  with  the  National 

4  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

5  No  one  can  speak  more  eloquently  about  what 

6  these  burials,  and  what  they  represent,  than 

7  Rosemary  Cambra,  the  chairperson  for  the  Ohlone 

8  Tribe.    I'm  very  delighted  that  she's  here  tonight, 

9  and  other  representatives  of  the  Muwekma  Ohlone 

10  Tribe,  who  are  very  concerned  that  excavations  are 

11  planned,  excavations  have  been  going  on  in  this 

12  area,  and  no  consultation  to  the  Tribe  has  been 

13  done. 

14  This  is  a  basic  human  rights  issue.    It's  an 

15  ethical  issue.    And  you  have  a  federal,  legal 

16  responsibility  to  work  with  the  Muwekma  Ohlone 

17  Tribe  to  protect  the  sacred  land.    Other  sites  will 

18  very  likely  be  found,  and  the  Tribe  has  to  be 

19  involved,  starting  now. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    I  talked  to  Leo 

21  Barker  about  this  a  couple  of  years  ago,  and  he  was 

22  just  getting  ready  to  do  some  sort  of  sound  beams, 

23  looking  for  graves  within  Crissy  Field.    Do  you 

24  know  what  he  found  from  those  studies  he  did? 

25  MS.  NELSON:     I  talked  to  him  about  a 
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1  those  burials.    They  are  sacred,  they  are  the 

2  ancestors.    Just  like  this  grave  site  up  here, 

3  imagine  if  there  were  no  markers  up  there,  it  was 

4  just  a  field,  and  somebody  came  in  and  said,  let's 

5  make  a  recreational  playground  here,  let's  have 

6  people  roller  skating  and  picnicking,  and  running 

7  their  dogs.    And  there's  nothing  wrong  with  those 

8  activities,  specifically,  but  there  is  something 

9  wrong  with  it  when  you  see  that  it's  on  Ohlone 

10  sacred  lands.    And  that's  an  issue  that  I'd  like  to 

11  bring  to  your  attention  and  open  up  for  questions 

12  for  Rosemary,  and  other  members  of  the  Tribe. 

13  MS.  CAMBRA:    I  would  like  to  say 

14  something.    I  had  a  brief  conversation  with 

15  Mr.  Handel  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  when  I  was 

16  introduced  to  both  he  and  David,  and  I  recall  you 

17  saying  that  Army  Corps  and  NPS  were  in  compliance 

18  with  the  mitigation  process  at  Crissy  Field.  I 

19  don't  want  to  put  words  in  your  mouth,  but  do  you 

20  want  to  educate  these  people? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    That's  correct. 

22  We  met  on  several  occasions  since  our  initial 

23  discussion,  probably,  three  or  four  weeks  ago.  The 

24  Park  Service,  who  has  jurisdiction  for 

25  implementation  of  Section  106,  assures  me  and  my 
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1  client,  the  U.S.  Army,  that  they  are  following  and 

2  meeting  the  requirements  of  Section  106. 

3  MS.  CAMBRA:    Which  I'm  sure  you 

4  ^e,  as  far  as  mitigation  conditions  between  all 

5  joint  agencies,  as  to  how  to  proceed  in  case  you  do 

6  get  human  remains  out  there,  or  Indian  grave  sites, 

7  you  do  have  a  plan. 

8  MR.  SCALARA:    I'm  Paul  Scalara,  and 

9  I'm  an  historian  with  the  National  Park  Service. 

10  I've  worked  here  at  the  Golden  Gate  National 

11  Recreation  Area  for  three  years,  and  I'm  actually 

12  one  of  the  people  that's  responsible  for  the  Park 

13  Service's  cultural  resource  preservation  log,  and 

14  NAGPRA  falls  under  that,  so  I  should  probably 

15  insert  myself  into  the  conversation. 

16  NAGPRA  is  the  Native  American  Graves 

17  Protection  Repatriation  Act.    It's  a  law  that  was 

18  established  in  1990,  and  it's  more  or  less  a 

19  property  law.    And  it  recognizes  the  fact  that 

20  certain  artifacts  and  human  remains,  when  found  on 

21  Tribal  land,  as  well  as  federal  land,  are  the 

22  property  of  the  Indian  tribe  of  whose  ancestors 

23  those  happen  to  be. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Can  you  speak  as 

25  to  what  process  you've  been  going  through  at  Crissy 
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1  Field? 

2  MR.  SCALARA:    In  terms  of  the  cleanup 

3  activities,  what  we've  determined  is  that, 

4  essentially,  as  Melissa  discussed,  there  are  two 

5  documented  sites.    One  a  shell  mound,  in  which 

6  human  remains  are  documented  to  have  been  in,  and 

7  that  was  encountered  in  1912.    In  1974,  the  Army, 

8  in  the  same  general  area,  encountered  a  human 

9  burial,  which  was  determined  to  be  a  Native 

10  American  human  burial. 

11  The  activities  that  the  Army  is  carrying  out 

12  in  terms  of  cleanup,  our  determination  has  been 

13  that  they're  outside  of  this  particular  area.  So 

14  we're  aware  of  the  fact  that  --  we  would  not  be  so 

15  foolish  as  to  suggest  that  there  isn't  the 

16  potential  to  encounter  these  kinds  of  sites 

17  elsewhere,  other  than  Crissy  Field,  but  that 

18  particular  area  isn't  within  the  other  project 

19  area. 

20  Essentially,  we  have  protocols  in  place  for 

21  monitoring  certain  areas  where  we  believe  there  is 

22  higher  potential.    And  in  the  event  of  an 

23  inadvertent  discovery,  we  would  stop  work 

24  immediately  and  we  would  comply  with  whatever 

25  statue  we  would  have  to  comply  with,  either  NAGPRA 
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1  or  Section  106. 

2  I'll  also  say  that  it's  unfortunate  in  that 

3  the  Park  Service  and  Muwekma,  despite  several 

4  years,  going  back  to  at  least  1992,  have  not  been 

5  together  and  established  a  relationship.    But  we 

6  have  new  personnel,  me  and  Leo  Barker,  and  we  are 

7  very  intent  on  establishing  a  working  relationship 

8  with  the  Muwekma. 

9  MS.  CAMBRA:    Let  me  also  say,  Paul, 

10  that  since  1988,  I  believe,  we  got  involved  when 

11  the  politicians  were  looking  at  the  base  closure 

12  alignment  legislation,  we  were  called  in  by 

13  Congressman  Leon  Panetta,  and  a  few  of  the 

14  politicians  give  input. 

15  What  I  want  to  say  here,  as  a  tribal  leader, 

16  that  dealing  with  mitigation,  dealing  with 

17  politics,  has  been  very  racist  for  my  people. 

18  History  has  been:    Let's  kill  them,  let's  remove 

19  the  young  children  and  the  elderly  people  away  from 

20  their  holy  lands,  and  let's  massacre  them. 

21  History  --  I  don't  need  to,  like  Paul, 

27       -e's  a  lot  of  history  buffs.    You  can  testify 

23  ...at  there's  a  lot  of  genocide  that  took  place  here 

24  in  California.    It  been  difficult  for  my  tribe  and 

25  tribes  in  California  to  be  part  of  mitigation,  only 
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1  because  our  history  falls  on  deaf  ears.  And 

2  there's  a  lot  of  mockery  behind  our  backs. 

3  Well,  as  this  boardmember  here  so  eloquently 

4  said,  with  law,  you  negotiate.    Just  because  law  is 

5  written,  doesn't  mean  that  it  was  written  in  stone 

6  where  man  has  to  follow.    The  law  is  to  be 

7  negotiated. 

8  In  1992,  I  tried  to  negotiate  NAGPRA  law  with 

9  National  Park  Services  and  the  Presidio  Trust. 

10  They  were  not  interested  in  Indian  rights  and  they 

11  weren't  interested  Indian  history.    They  weren't 

12  interested  in  wanting  to  develop  a  partnership  with 

13  my  tribe.    They  were  interested  in  controlling 

14  their  power  on  the  Presidio. 

15  So  I  feel  that  to  defend  the  right  of  my 

16  tribe,  in  good  faith,  we  came  as  elderly  states 

17  people,  and  basically,  put  our  very  honest  truthful 

18  arguments  together,  and  adivsed  the  National  Park 

19  Service  to  work  with  us,  and  all  they  did  was  close 

20  the  doors.    We  can't  be  bothered  with  you  people. 

21  And  I  have  documentation  here  before  me  that  proves 

22  all  the  correspondence  that  went  out  of  our  tribal 

23  office  to  NPS.    It  went  to  Senator  Noy,  it  went  to 

24  George  Miller,  it  went  to  Congresswoman  Pelosi, 

25  Boxer,  Senator  Feinstein.    They  were  all  aware  of 
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1  how  we  were  being  treated  here,  but  they  didn't 

2  want  to  acknowledge  it  either,  because  this  whole 

3  issue  of  property  with  Indian  tribes  is  very 

4  sensitive,  very  sensitive. 

5  There's  a  native  woman  here  who  spoke  earlier 

6  and  said,  we've  never  seen  our  Indian  lands.  This 

7  land  that  we  sit  on,  we  never  traded  it  with  the 

8  federal  government,  it  was  stolen  from  our  Indian 

9  people.    What  we're  saying  now  is,  we  want  to  be  a 

10  partner,  we  want  to  be  a  complement  to  Asian 

11  society,  to  the  American,  white  society.    We  don't 

12  want  a  war.    We  want  to  be  able  to  provide  a 

13  partnership,  an  equitable  partnership  with  all 

14  people  that  are  going  to  complement  the  Presidio. 

15  Now  if  that  means  that  certain  parts  of  the 

16  Presidio  land  go  back  into  Trust  for  our  tribe, 

17  then  that's  what  it  means.    One  has  to  accept  it. 

18  If  the  federal  law  says  that  our  tribe  can  go  ahead 

19  and  petition  the  Presidio  and  ask  for  certain 

20  rights,  it's  up  to  our  legislators  to  develop 

21  legislation  on  behalf  of  our  tribe.    We  have  no 

22  problem  agreeing. 

23  What  we  want  to  see  on  the  Presidio,  only  if 

24  you  want  to  listen  and  understand,  we  have  a 

25  history  here.    My  very  first  grandfather  comes  from 
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1  the  Presidio,  and  that's  not  made  up  non-native 

2  history,  it's  a  fact.    We  have  this  mission  birth 

3  record,  seeing  what  village  he  comes  from  right 

4  here  on  the  Presidio.    I  have  the  evidence.  My 

5  tribe  did  not  migrate  from  Asia.    He  was  born 

6  here.    I  have  the  evidence.    I'm  willing  to  share 

7  that  evidence  with  you  bureaucrats  that  need  to  be 

8  convinced,  "Why  does  the  tribe  want  to  be  part  of 

9  the  Presidio"?   Well,  the  dead  people  that  are  on 

10  the  Presidio  have  given  us  life,  and  we  want  to  be 

11  able  to  respect  them,  to  protect  them,  and  to  give 

12  them  back  the  respect  that  they  did  not  have  when 

13  they  were  buried  by  the  non- natives. 

14  There  are  a  Lot  of  massacre  sites  here  at  the 

15  Presidio.    You  don't  know  that,  we  do.    We  have  the 

16  history  of  the  genocide  of  our  people. 

17  When  scholars  speak  about  shell  mounds  along 

18  the  Crissy  Field,  they're  there.    Just  bring  in 

19  your  bulldozers.  Army  Corps,  do  your  mitigation, 

20  and  you  will  see  and  you  will  hear  the  crying  of 

21  our  ancestral  people.    They  come  up  from  the 

22  ground.    But  I'm  not  going  to  sit  here  and  mitigate 

23  and  argue  with  you,  or,  should  we  be  part  of  the 

24  mitigation  plan,  or  should  we  not?   Our  ancestors 

25  are  going  to  come  out  and  tell  you  that  you  need  to 
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1  involve  us. 

2  This  is  no  joke.    The  reality  is  you  need  to 

3  deal  with  the  tribe.    You  need  to  develop  a 

4  partnership  with  the  tribe.    And  this  community 

5  here  has  the  power  to  advise  the  Army  and  the 

6  National  Park  Service  as  to  what  should  you  do. 

7  You  do  what  is  right.    What  is  principally  right. 

8  If  these  were  your  ancestors,  and  we're 

9  talking  about  Ireland,  England,  or  we're  talking 

10  about  Asia,  how  would  you  treat  your  own  dead 

11  people?    Would  you  allow  the  National  Park 

12  Service's  anthropologists  to  tell  you  how  to  treat 

13  your  grandmother's  grave?    I  don't  think  so.  Or 

14  would  you  allow  a  Christian  priest  to  come  forward 

15  and  say,  "Well,  let  me  bless  the  land,  and  go  ahead 

16  and  build  your  school."    I  don't  think  so.    I  think 

17  you  would  actually  stand  up  and  raise  your  arms  and 

18  say,  "How  dare  you  desecrate  our  ancestral  remains 

19  or  land." 

20  Well,  we're  living  in  a  time  now  where  this 

21  is  constantly  being  threatened  for  all  societies, 

22  and  we  want  to  be  able  to  preserve  one  more  second 

23  of  life  for  the  next  generation.    One  of  the  ways 

24  of  doing  it  is  preserving  our  ancestral  remains  and 

25  being  part  of  their  caretaking.    I  don't  believe, 
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1  and  I  don't  trust,  that  non-natives  have  the  right 

2  and  have  in  good  conscience  the  spiritual 

3  understanding  of  Indian  people,  I  just  don't 

4  believe  it.    And  I  say  it,  because  I've  seen  many 

5  times  the  environmental  firms  will  trash  our 

6  cemeteries.    Even  agencies  will  call  us  after  the 

7  fact  and  say,  oops,  we  went  over  the  grave  site, 

8  and  we  forgot  to  tell  you,  but  we  knew  we  were 

9  going  to  do  the  work,  but  we  forgot  to  tell  you 

10  that  we  were  going  to  be  running  over  your  grave 

11  site. 

12  I  have  expressed  my  concern  with  the  Army 

13  Corps  of  Engineers  a  few  weeks  ago.    Don't  call  me 

14  after  you've  discovered  the  burial  grounds  at 

15  Crissy  Field.    Don't  do  that.    That's  an  insult  to 

16  our  religious  right.    Don't  do  that. 

17  Let's  sit  down  like  adults  in  this  country, 

18  and  let's  negotiate  an  agreement,  a  mitigation 

19  agreement,  that  affords  the  tribe  its  religious 

20  rights,  and  affords  them  cultural  patrimony.  Do 

21  that.    That  is  your  responsibility.    And  that  is 

22  the  responsibility  of  National  Park  Service.  You 

23  need  to  understand  that  you  need  to  respect  us  at 

24  the  highest  level  of  bureaucracy.    You  need  to 

25  respect  us.    And  what  I'm  asking  you  is  no 
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1  different  than  what  your  grandfathers  would  ask. 

2  Please,  deal  with  us.    It's  the  highest  principle 

3  '  respect  to  do  so. 

4  Now  I  have  been  dealing  with  NAGPRA,  the 

5  federal  law,  since  President  Bush  signed  the  law. 

6  It  was  Stanford  University  that  basically  forced 

7  members  of  Congress  to  finally  recognize  the  Indian 

8  and  tribal  communities,  regardless  of  their  status 

9  and  freedom  of  religion,  and  the  right  to  express 

10  their  desires  to  treat  their  own  ancestral 

11  remains. 

12  Now  if  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  wants  to 

13  do  what  is  correct,  it  will  follow  the  footsteps  of 

14  Stanford  University,  and  it  will  follow  the  intent 

15  of  federal  law.    I  don't  have  to  negotiate  my 

16  religious  rights  with  the  Army  Corps  and  the 

17  National  Park  Service.    You  should  automatically  do 

18  what  is  correct,  and  that  is  honor  the  rights  of  my 

19  people  who  are  the  first  people  of  this  land. 

20  Thank  you. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Rosemary,  would 

22  you  be  willing  to  come  to  some  of  our  community 

23  member  committee  meetings  and  continue  to  educate 

24  us? 

25  MS.  CAMBRA:    Absolutely,  absolutely. 
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1  surprised  when  I  introduced  it  to  Dave  Wilkins  and 

2  Bruce  at  our  meeting.    They  had  not  seen  this 

3  report  that  Leo  Barker  presented  to  me,  signing  the 

4  different  Native  American  archeological  cultural 

5  resource  sites  around  the  Presidio,  specifically, 

6  at  Crissy  Field.    So  we  would  like  to  make  that 

7  more  available  to  more  people,  so  you  can  be 

8  informed  about  what  is  there. 

9  MS.  CAMBRA:    And  there  is  another 

10  report  that  is  very  critical  that  was  done  in 

11  October  1993,  by  Larry  VanHorn,  who  is  one  of  the 

12  principal  cultural  anthropologists  for  the  National 

13  Park  Service.    He's  from  Denver,  and  he  came  out 

14  here  and  he  did  an  assessment  on  the  issues  of 

15  repatriation,  and  also  seeking  out  who  were  the 

16  interested  Indian  parties.    And  this  is  a  very 

17  valuable  piece  of  information,  because,  we,  as 

18  taxpayers,  paid  quite  a  bit  of  money  to  bring  this 

19  man  in  from  Colorado,  to  come  out  and  interview  my 

20  tribe  and  other  members  who  are  concerned  about  the 

21  Presidio. 

2?  Again,  this  is  a  1993  report.    So  it's  not 

23  .e  the  National  Park  Service  hasn't  had  any 

24  experts  from  their  own  department  to  come  out  and 

25  visit  with  us  and  consult  with  us,  ask  us  what  our 
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1  I  followed  my  mother's  footsteps  many  years  ago, 

2  and  she  was  my  mentor  in  trying  to  teach 

3  non-natives  about  herself.    "We  were  here,  we  never 

4  left  our  land.    So  please,  respect  our  village's 

5  rights."    Those  were  her  words. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:    Are  there  any 

7  current  maps  available  of  any  sites  that  you  do 

8  know  of,  and  have  you  ever  taken  people  down  there 

9  to  take  a  look  at  these  sites? 

10  MS.  CAMBRA:     I  have  never  spoken  to 

11  the  anthropologists  that  worked  either  for  the 

12  National  Park  Service  or  for  the  Army  Corps  of 

13  Engineers,  but  I'm  sure  that  if  we  wanted  to  ask 

14  Sonoma  State  Clearing  House  to  do  an  inquiry,  they 

15  would  provide  that  information. 

16  I  was  promised  by  David  some  time  ago  that  I 

17  would  be  getting  all  of  these  consulting  reports 

18  that  were  on  file  with  Army  Corps  that  involved 

19  archeology,  and  I  still  haven't  gotten  any 

20  statement.    Maybe  that's  the  kind  of  information 

21  this  committee  should  have.    What  is  the 

22  archeological  history?    What  are  the  experts  saying 

23  about  Crissy  Field  and  the  Presidio  as  a  whole? 

24  MS.  NELSON:    I  have  an  information 

25  packet,  if  anyone  would  like  to  see  it.    I  was 
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1  position  is  on  cultural  resources.    I  mean,  we  have 

2  a  30-page  report  here.    And  you,  as  committee 

3  members  here,  deserve  all  of  the  facts,  any  type  of 

4  cultural  reports.    You  need  to  have  that  so  that 

5  you  understand,  why  is  Ms.  Cambra  taking  such  a 

6  strong  position  here? 

7  Again,  there's  a  lot  of  painful  history.  I'm 

8  just  trying  to  preserve  the  rights  for  the  next 

9  generation  of  Indians.    And  only  with  your  help, 

10  your  partnership,  can  you  provide  that  opportunity 

11  for  the  next  generation.    I  am  definitely  wanting 

12  to  see  that.    If  the  Army  Corps  is  correct,  if  they 

13  are  in  compliance  with  106  in  regards  to  our  rights 

14  as  Indian  people  and  to  the  Repatriation  Law,  I 

15  want  to  see  that  in  writing.    I  want  to  see  how 

16  you're  in  compliance,  because  I  don't  want  you  to 

17  go  out  there  and  dig  and  later  call  me  up  on  the 

18  phone,  or  have  your  attorney  call  me  up  on  the 

19  phone  and  say,  we  found  a  cemetery  out  there.  I 

20  don't  want  that.    I  want  some  sense  of 

21  understanding  what  the  compliance  conditions  are 

22  going  to  be  for  the  living  people,  for  the  living 

23  tribe.    And  I  want  to  be  able  to  say,  yes,  no,  I 

24  don't  agree  with  you.    Because  it's  our  religious 

25  rights  that  are  at  stake  here.    I  would  welcome' 
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1  anybody's  input,. 

2  MR.  SCALARA:    I  am  also  willing  to 

3  share  the  information  that  we  have  and  the  cultural 

4  source  plan  for  the  park.    We  also  want  to 

5  participate,  because  this  is  an  opportunity  to 

6  start  working  with  Rosemary  and  the  tribe.    So  I 

7  just  want  to  indicate  that  we  also  are  happy  and 

8  feel  responsible  to  present  all  of  the  information 

9  that  we  have,  and  to  participate  in  whatever 

10  happens  in  this  forum. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Rosemary,  I 

12  have  prepared  a  response  to  you  in  writing.  That 

13  should  be  coming  out  here  in  the  next  day  or  so. 

14  And  in  that  response,  I'm  basically  stating  that  we 

15  are  in  compliance  with  Section  106  and  NAGPRA  and 

16  all  the  other  applicable  cultural  resources 

17  management  laws,  because  that  is  what  the  Park 

18  Service  has  told  the  Army,  that  we  are  in 

19  compliance.    And  based  on  what  you  are  telling  me 

20  tonight,  and  from  what  I  understand  in  our  previous 

21  meeting,  there's  a  disagreement  between  what  you 

22  believe,  or  how  you  believe  the  law  applies,  and 

23  how  the  Park  Service  believes  the  law  applies.  And 

24  here  at  the  Presidio,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

25  and  the  Army  follow  the  jurisdiction  and  the 
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1  interpretation  or  understanding  of  the  law,  and 

2  whether  or  not  the  Army  is  meeting  all  of  those 

3  requirements.    So  I  think  it's  good  that  he's  here, 

4  and  there's  an  effort  being  made  to  try  to  resolve 

5  some  of  these  issues. 

6  If  you  are,  in  fact,  in  disagreement  with 

7  what  we're  doing,  because  you  don't  believe  that 

8  the  law  is  being  interpreted  correctly,  or  being 

9  applied  correctly,  then  I  think  discussions  with 

10  the  Park  Service  needs  to  happen  sooner  or  later. 

11  Because,  if,  in  fact,  we  should  be  following  some 

12  jurisdictional  authority  from  the  Ohlone  Tribe  and 

13  not  the  Park  Service,  we  need  to  know  that,  because 

14  as  it  stands  right  now,  we  basically  follow  the 

15  guidelines  of  the  Park  Service,  and  if  that's 

16  wrong,  we  need  to  get  that  cleared  up. 

17  MS.  CAMBRA:    Well,  in  this  packet 

18  Brian  O'Neal  sends  me  what  their  policies  and 

19  guidelines  are  going  to  be  for  cultural  resources. 

20  In  the  packet  there's  a  draft  memorandum  of 

21  understanding.    He  doesn't  have  that  with  our 

22  tribe.    And  in  order  to  be  in  compliance  with  106, 

23  he  would  have  to  have  an  MOA.    We  don't  have  one. 

24  But  I  have  this  here,  and  he  gave  it  to  me  in 

25  1993.    And  to  this  day,  this  draft  has  never  been 
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1  authority  of  the  Park  Service,  that's  what  they 

2  told  us  in  a  meeting. 

3  They  have  reviewed  the  various  mitigation 

4  protocols  and  all  the  things  that  we  do  when  we're 

5  out  here  doing  our  cleanup  on  the  Presidio.  And 

6  they  told  us  that  the  procedures  that  we're 

7  following  are  in  compliance  with  all  the  applicable 

8  laws  that  they  have  the  jurisdiction  to  manage. 

9  And  basically,  that's  what  our  letter  is  going  to 

10  say  to  you.    And  in  that  letter  we're  also  going  to 

11  include  that  list  of  protocols  that  describes  that 

12  process. 

13  Now  it  sounds  to  me,  though,  that  there  is  a 

14  significant  disagreement  between  what  you  believe, 

15  because  you  are  saying  that  the  Ohlone  Tribe  has 

16  the  jurisdiction  that  the  Park  Service  claims  to 

17  have,  and  that's  one  big  difference  that  I'm 

18  hearing.    And  you  believe  that  some  of  these 

19  particular  laws  are  applied  here,  and  the  Park 

20  Service  is  saying  that  some  of  these  laws  are  not 

21  applied  here,  as  it  relates  to  what  we're  doing, 

22  and  I  can't  answer  to  that,  because  I'm  not  an 

23  expert  in  these  laws.    We  rely  on  the  Park  Service 

24  to  be  the  expert  of  those  laws.    In  fact,  Paul  was 

25  one  of  the  persons  there  speaking  about  his 
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1  signed  by  my  tribe,  and  we  have  not  agreed  to 

2  comply  with  anything  on  106. 

3  Now  I  called  the  Historical  Preservation 

4  officer  back  in  Colorado,  and  I'm  supposed  to  hear 

5  from  them.    I  want  them  to  explain  to  me  the  106 

6  process  as  it  pertains  to  the  Presidio.    And  I  know 

7  what  they're  going  to  say.    You  guys  have  one  of 

8  these  agreements.    Now  Brian  O'Neal  sent  this  to  me 

9  in  1993,  and  sat  on  it,  and  didn't  move  on  it.  If 

10  he's  going  under  the  assumption  that  we're 

11  operating  under  this  draft  agreement,  we've  never 

12  signed  it. 

13  I'm  just  saying,  that,  Paul,  you've  seen 

14  this,  I'm  sure  you  have.    Has  NPS  signed  this 

15  agreement  with  another  tribe? 

16  MR.  SCALARA:    Just  so  everybody  is 

17  clear.    During  the  planning  process  for  the 

18  conversion  of  the  Presidio  from  the  Army  to  the 

19  Park  Service,  there  was  an  effort  to  work  with 

20  Rosemary's  tribe  and  other  native  people.    And  one 

21  of  the  results  of  that  was  that  a  Memorandum  of 

22  Understanding  was  developed  right  there  and  sent 

23  out. 

24  The  purpose  of  a  document  like  that  is  to 

25  enter  into  a  partnership  with  the  tribe  for 
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1  stewarding  the  prehistoric  heritage,  essentially, 

2  of  an  area.    And  it  was  that  Memorandum  of 

3  'erstanding  that  was  sent  to  my  people,  and  this 

4  before  I  got  here.    But  the  way  I  understand 

5  it,  was  that  there  was  no  responses  back  to  the 

6  Park  Service  and  the  Park  Service  also  didn't 

7  follow  up  on  the  fact  that  there  wasn't  responses, 

8  so  it  languished  and  nothing  has  come  of  it. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN :    I  think  at  this 

10  point,  with  respect  to  all  the  parties  for  all  the 

11  various  things  that  need  to  be  worked  out,  we  need 

12  ongoing  discussions,  parties  need  to  get  together, 

13  and  we  actually  need  to  get  on  to  a  few  more  items 

14  this  evening.    I'd  like  to  express  my  appreciation 

15  to  all  the  parties  for  being  here  and  discussing 

16  this  and  making  us  aware  of  these  issues. 

17  MS.  NELSON:    Thank  you.    I'd  like  to 

18  make  a  concluding  statement.    There's  a  lot  of 

19  unresolved  issues  here,  and  until  they  are 

20  resolved,  no  land  should  be  disturbed  in  the  Crissy 

21  Field  area,  because  the  likelihood  of  finding 

22  something  else  is  very  great.    I  know  that  everyone 

23  is  on  a  fast  track,  there's  funding,  and  there's 

24  all  of  this.    But  as  Rosemary  so  eloquently  stated, 

25  there's  an  ethical  human  rights  issues  here  and  a 
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1  legal  issue,  and  this  discussion  needs  to  continue 

2  before  more  disturbance  to  the  land  takes  place, 

3  and  that  is  my  sincere  request  to  all  of  you. 

4  Thank  you  for  your  work. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Is  this  the 

6  proper  forum  for  this? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:    I  would  like  to 

8  suggest  something  to  the  tribe.    Perhaps,  you  can 

9  create  an  information  clearing  house  in  the  form  of 

10  a  website  so  that  those  who  are  interested  can 

11  actually  look  at  it  and  use  this  for  --  in  other 

12  words,  there  is  a  question  about  proper  forum,  and 

13  maybe  that  be  would  more  appropriate  for 

14  distribution  of  the  information,  and  the  committee 

15  or  subcommittee  meetings  would  be  the  proper 

16  forum.    I'm  interested  in  it.    I  don't  think  it  is 

17  right  to  monopolize  the  time  here,  but  I  want  the 

18  information.    If  I  were  to  go  around  to  all  the 

19  agencies  it  would  probably  take  quite  a  bit  of 

20  effort,  so  that's  just  a  suggestion. 

21  MS.  NELSON:    There  is  a  website,  and 

22  you  can  talk  to  me,  and  I  will  give  you  that 

23  information. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:  The 

25  responsibility  of  RABs  is  to  deal  with  remediation, 
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1  particularly,  in  so  far  as  remediation  deals  with 

2  reuse.    And  this  sounds  like  it  is  a  very,  very 

3  clear  reuse  nexus  here.    So  I  feel  that  it  was 

4  appropriate  to  come  here  and  appropriate  that  they 

5  come  here  again,  and  continue  to  update  us  in  terms 

6  of  how  their  discussions  with  the  Park  Service  and 

7  the  military  affect  the  reuse  of  this  site  so  we 

8  can  be  appraised  on  how  we're  giving  advice.    So  I 

9  think  it  was  a  proper  thing  for  them  to  do,  and  I 

10  would  like  to  thank  them  for  being  here. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  I  also 

12  agree  that  this  was  a  proper  forum  for  that, 

13  because  if,  in  fact,  it  is  determined  that  the 

14  interpretation  of  the  law  has  not  been  correct,  and 

15  we  haven't  appropriately  recognized  the  original 

16  stakeholder  here  at  the  Presidio,  then  it's  not 

17  only  going  to  affect  the  cleanup,  but  it  is  going 

18  to  affect  the  reuse.    And  we  all  need  to  make  sure 

19  that  is  crystal  clear,  although,  we're  kind  of 

20  doing  this  out  of  sequence,  that  interpretation  of 

21  the  law  and  application  of  it,  adheres  to  it,  is 
2?       ;tal  clear  as  we  go  through  the  process. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  guess  I'll  try 

24  to  get  the  last  word  on  the  subject,  that  Saul  and 

25  David  actually  agreed  on  something,  so  that's  an 
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1  historical  moment. 

2  If  you'll  allow  me.  Item  5.B.,  and  we'll  try 

3  to  move  along. 

4  MS.  MAKHLOUF:    As  you  are  probably 

5  all  aware,  the  Regional  Board  conducted  a 

6  freshwater  bioassay  study  under  their  direction. 

7  We've  been  using  the  results  of  the  study  to 

8  develop  what  we  call,  point  of  compliance 

9  concentrations  for  the  freshwater  stream  that's 

10  proposed  for  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Presidio 

11  from  El  Polin  Spring  discharging  into  the  planned 

12  wetlands  of  Crissy  Field.    And  what  I'm  going  to  do 

13  is  just  give  a  status  update  on  the  study  itself. 

14  In  September,  the  Regional  Board  began  a 

15  study.    They  subcontracted  the  work  to  two 

16  organizations,  MEC  of  Tiburon,  California,  and 

17  CAL/TEC  to  perform  the  analytical  work.  The 

18  primary  objective  of  the  study  was  to  develop  water 

19  columns,  point  of  compliance  concentrations,  or 

20  POCCs  for  gasoline.    These  apply  at  the  point  of 

21  exposure  in  the  stream. 

22  In  November,  MEC  published  the  results  of  the 

23  bioassay  study  and  the  Army  has  provided  the 

24  report,  as  well  as  the  analytical  data,  to  the 

25  National  Park  Service,  as  well  as  to  Doug  Kern  and 
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1  Mark  Youngkin,  have  also  had  an  opportunity  to  look 

2  at  the  raw  data. 

3  Just  a  little  bit  of  information  on  the 

4  study.    I  don't  want  to  go  into  too  many  technical 

5  details.    The  study  considered  three  aquatic 

6  species.    The  fathead  minnow,  the  water  flea,  and 

7  green  algae.    These  species  are  representative  of 

8  the  cross-section  of  aquatic  life  that  you  would 

9  typically  find  in  the  stream,  and  that's  why  they 

10  were  selected. 

11  The  procedures  of  protocol  used  in  the  study 

12  are  standard  EPA  procedures. 

13  Results  of  the  bioassay  study  showed  that  the 

14  water  flea  was  the  driver,  so  the  POCC  for  gasoline 

15  is  going  to  be  developed  based  on  exposure  of  the 

16  water  flea  to  gasoline  in  the  water  column.  And 

17  just  a  general  note,  these  study  results  are 

18  consistent  with  study  results  from  other  studies 

19  cited  in  the  literature. 

20  In  March,  1998,  we  published  a  draft 

21  memorandum,  and  this  presented  our  approach 

22  developing  POCCs  for  the  water  column  for  gasoline, 

23  and  also  for  BTEX  at  the  point  of  exposure.  On 

24  March  24th,  we  had  a  conference  call,  and  this  was 

25  an  opportunity  for  us  all  to  chat  a  little  bit  with 
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1  This  is  what  we  plan  to  do  here  in  the 

2  future.    We  will  be  revising  the  draft  technical 

3  memorandum,  and  it  should  be  out  by  the  end  of  this 

4  month.    We'll  be  specifically  revising  the  POCCs 

5  for  BTEX  based  on  the  discussion  we  had  during  the 

6  conference  call,  and  also  publishing  the  sediment 

7  POCCs  for  BTEX,  which  were  not  included  in  the 

8  original  memorandum. 

9  Finally,  in  the  last  step  of  the  process,  we 

10  are  looking  at  developing  an  approach  for 

11  application  of  the  POCCs  in  the  freshwater  and 

12  saltwater  protection  zone.    I  think  most  of  you  are 

13  aware  that  there  was  an  earlier  study  done  by  IT  to 

14  develop  similar  values  for  the  proposed  wetlands, 

15  so  we're  going  to  be  looking  a  little  bit  more 

16  closely  at  how  we're  going  to  apply  these  and  how 

17  they  work  in  terms  of  strategy  for  cleanup  in  these 

18  areas.    Do  you  have  any  questions? 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    One  of  your  first 

20  slides  said  that  the  point  of  compliance  would  be 

21  at  the  stream. 

22  MS.  MAKHLOUF:    I  shouldn't  have  said 

23  that  the  point  of  compliance  is  at  the  stream.  The 

24  criteria  that  were  developed,  these  were  based  on 

25  actual  studies  in  which  we  look  at  what 
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1  Lynn  Sewer  on  the  procedures  that  were  followed  in 

2  the  bioassay,  and  for  everyone  to  have  a  comfort 

3  level  with  the  study  that  was  conducted.  The 

4  primary  reason  for  this,  there  had  not  been  a 

5  formal  workplan  published  and  presented  for 

6  everyone  to  review,  and  I  think  this  caused  some 

7  concern.    We  wanted  everyone  to  feel  comfortable 

8  with  what  had  been  directed  by  the  Regional  Board. 

9  Where  we  are  in  the  process.    The  water 

10  column,  POCCs  for  gasoline  is  going  to  be, 

11  approximately,  477  micrograms  per  liter.  The 

12  reason  I  say,  "approximately,"  is  because  diesel 

13  was  detected,  or  a  low  level  of  diesel  was  detected 

14  in  the  same  sample  that  was  used. 

15  The  water  column  study  was  actually  done, 

16  groundwater  was  collected  from  the  231  site,  so  it 

17  is  site-specific.    And  this  value  comes  directly 

18  from  the  results  of  the  bioassay  study  itself. 

19  The  POCCs  for  the  BTEX  constituents  are  going 

20  to  be  based  on  literature  values.    They  are 

21  currently  under  revision  based  on  the  discussion  we 

22  had  during  the  conference  call.    The  sediment  POCCs 

23  for  both  gasoline  and  BTEX  would  be  based  on  the 

24  water  column  POCCs,  and  we're  in  the  process  of 

25  developing  those  as  we  speak. 
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1  concentrations,  what  organisms  can  be  exposed  to, 

2  and  if  there  would  be  some  kind  of  impact  or 

3  threat.    So  these  numbers  represent,  really,  point 

4  of  exposure  concentrations  is  probably  a  more 

5  accurate  description,  rather  than  compliance. 

6  Point  of  compliance  is  something  we  need  to  think 

7  about.    From  a  technical  standpoint,  these  values 

8  have  meaning  at  the  point  of  exposure,  and  how  you 

9  then  apply  them  within  an  area,  within  the  stream 

10  or  near  the  stream  is,  of  course,  a  question  of 

11  what  the  potential  risk  is  associated  with 

12  constituents  that  might  be  at  some  distance  from 

13  the  stream,  the  potential  of  impact  and, 

14  correspondingly,  the  wetlands. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  guess  to  give 

16  people  a  little  bit  more  background,  this 

17  particularly  applies  back  to  one  of  the  sites  that 

18  we  talked  about  at  the  beginning  of  the  meeting, 

19  Building  207/231,  the  gas  station  that  is  right  in 

20  the  stream  corridor,  that  goes  right  into  the 

21  wetlands.    So  these  bioassays  are  being  used  to 

22  help  set  the  cleanup  levels.    So  then  there's  the 

23  discussion  about,  well,  where  do  you  apply  the 

24  cleanup  level?    In  the  middle  of  the  creek?  How 

25  far  away  from  the  creek?    So  that's  an  ongoing 
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1  discussion. 

2  BOARDHEHBER  O'HARA:    Where  is  the 

3  oline  coming  from?    What  quantities  of  gasoline 
t.       din  to  leach  out  of  the  soil?    And  is  there  a 

5  cumulative  affect  of  this  gasoline  in  the  water 

6  that  will  continue  to  grow?    And  by  that  I  mean,  is 

7  it  a  cumulative  affect  into  the  --  I'm  assuming 

8  it's  the  wetlands.    Will  this  accumulate  in  the 

9  wetlands? 

10  MS.  MAKHLOUF:    As  part  of  our 

11  evaluation  of  the  Building  207/231  CAP,  we  are 

12  looking,  specifically,  at  those  issues.    And  we're 

13  performing  groundwater  monitoring  to  look  at  what 

14  the  potential  is  for  contamination  to  migrate  into 

15  the  proposed  stream,  which  we  don't  know  exactly 

16  what  that  is  going  to  be.    What  might  happen,  given 

17  its  current  alignment  as  it's  presented  in  the 

18  storm  water  plan,  and  the  Feasibility  Study  that's 

19  been  conducted  to  look  at  the  wetlands  and  the 

20  corridor,  those  things  are  being  carefully 

21  considered  in  the  development  of  alternatives. 

22  Doug  mentioned  the  decision  analysis  process  that 

23  we're  going  through,  and  those  are  the  things  that 

24  are  being  considered  in  terms  of  strategy  to  handle 

25  the  contamination  that's  there. 
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1  There  are  a  number  of  reports  that  have  been 

2  published  now.    Recently,  the  207/231  site 

3  investigation  report.    That  provides  sites  a  lot  of 

4  detail  in  terms  of  characterization  of  what  remains 

5  in  soil  in  groundwater  at  both  of  those  sites.  At 

6  this  point,  all  of  the  tanks,  subsurface  features 

7  and  piping  have  been  removed.    And  in  the  case  of 

8  Building  207,  substantial  amounts  of  packed  soil 

9  has  been  removed,  as  well. 

10  The  plan,  sort  of  keeping  in  mind  what  we're 

11  doing  here  in  terms  of  developing  cleanup  criteria, 

12  is  that  any  alternatives  that  are  developed  must 

13  protect.    I  use  the  word,  "must"  strongly.  Must 

14  protect  the  wetlands  and  the  stream.    So  I  think 

15  the  intent  would  be  to  develop  an  alternative  where 

16  there  would  be  no  impact  to  the  stream  and  to  the 

17  wetlands,  and  that  impact  is  measured  based  on 

18  these  criteria. 

19  So,  in  other  words,  the  wetlands,  we  have 

20  developed  criteria  for  what  ordinances  could  have 

21  an  adverse  affect  in  the  wetlands  and  for  the 

22  stream,  and  the  idea  would  be  that  those  would  not 

23  be  exceeded  in  those  locations. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Thank  you. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Item  5.  Further 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING  


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


99 


100 


1  discussion  of  the  TAPP. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    I  just  wanted 

3  to  continue  the  discussion  from  last  time.    How  it 

4  provides  technical  assistance  to  RABs.    So  I 

5  thought  that  maybe  we  could  continue  discussion  of 

6  what  sort  of  projects  we  could  use  this  money  for. 

7  I  know  we're  running  out  of  time  tonight.    Maybe  we 

8  could  discuss  what  sort  of  projects  we  could  use 

9  this  money  for.    I  just  wanted  people  to  think 

10  about  that. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BUCK:    This  is  a  program 

12  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  Restoration 

13  Advisory  Boards  for  interpreting  technical 

14  documents  that  are  produced  as  a  result  of  the 

15  environmental  investigations.    Frequently,  the 

16  expertise  isn't  out  there  for  the  RABs  to  fully 

17  understand  those  documents.    If  it's  available 

18  through  the  regulatory  agencies  or  the  contractors 

19  or  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  that  should  be 

20  sufficient.    But  in  the  absence  of  those,  in 

21  certain  cases,  if  that  resource  is  not  available  to 
27       RAB  then  they  can  petition  the  Army  to  get  some 

23  .    iey  to  hirer  a  contractor  to  provide  this 

24  assistance.    Basically,  it's  $25,000  a  year,  with  a 

25  total  cap  on  a  project  of  $100,000. 
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1  I  must  say,  though,  I  think  the  RAB  at  the 

2  Presidio  is  not  your  typical  RAB.    There's  a  lot  of 

3  expertise,  both  on  board  with  the  individual 

4  members,  and  with  the  contractors  here.    I  think, 

5  as  witnessed  tonight,  the  presentation  provided  by 

6  the  Water  Board,  and  so  forth,  the  information  is 

7  out  there. 

8  So  I  think,  although,  it  is  out  there,  I 

9  don't  think  you  necessarily  have  to  look  at  it  as 

10  something  that  you  have  to  jump  onto,  and 

11  necessarily  take  advantage  of,  because  it  is  money 

12  that  is  taken  away  from  some  other  restoration 

13  project.    So  not  to  say  that  there  are  some 

14  justified  projects  out  there,  but  I  just  wanted  you 

15  to  think  carefully  when  you  do  evaluate  the  needs 

16  as  to  other  resources  that  you  could  possibly  use. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Let's  move  on  to 

18  some  of  the  Status  Reports.  DEH. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  are  in  the 

20  process,  currently,  of  waiting  for  some  time  period 

21  of  posting  the  trees  that  were  determined  to  be 

22  necessary  to  come  down,  so  we  can  remediate  the 

23  soil.    We  coordinated  with  the  City  of 

24  San  Francisco,  who  owns  the  property  that  the  trees 

25  are  on.    That  would  be  on  the  very  eastern  end  of 
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1  the  DEH  area.    We  need  to  wait  30  days  before  we 

2  can  cut  those  trees  down,  after  which  we  can 

3  continue  our  soil  removal  activities. 

4  Very  recently  we  conducted  some  additional 

5  sampling  in  the  DEH  area  to  augment  some  of  the 

6  data  caps  that  were  encountered  by  samples 

7  exceeding  the  holding  time,  or  some  samples  that 

8  had  matrix  interference,.    So  the  results  were 

9  unusable  for  us,  primarily  because  of  the  detection 

10  limit.    So  we  went  out  and  collected  additional 

11  samples  very  recently.    It  will  be  two  or  three 

12  weeks  before  those  data  are  back  in  terms  of  a 

13  schedule. 

14  We're  looking  at  completing  the  excavation 

15  activity  in  May.    We're  looking  at  completing  site 

16  restoration  activities  in  June,  and  developing  the 

17  site  restoration  closure  report  for  July  of  1998. 

18  For  the  Nike  Facility,  we  have  a  contractor, 

19  actually  a  subcontractor,  at  IT.    They  are  in  the 

20  process  of  developing  the  workplan,  and  the 

21  workplan  is  to  remove  the  water  and  hydraulic  fluid 

22  floating  on  the  water,  as  well  as  any  walls  in  the 

23  magazine.    They  will  also  be  removing  some  lines 

24  and  fuel  tanks,  I  should  say  hydraulic  tanks.  That 

25  process  or  workplan  is  about  50  percent  completed. 
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1  remodeling,  redevelopment  of  the  area.  They 

2  encountered  some  petroleum  contaminated  soil.  The 

3  Army  responded  to  that  initial  location  and  started 

4  excavating  soil  at  that  spot.    I  think  we  excavated 

5  about  160  yards  at  that  location.    At  the  same 

6  time,  the  Park  Service,  or  the  concession's 

7  contractor,  was  doing  additional  redevelopment  in 

8  the  area  and  encountered  another  location.  We 

9  spent  about  five  days  excavating  soil  there.  It 

10  was,  approximately,  500  yards  of  soil  removed 

11  there.    There  are  still  remaining  soils  that  are 

12  contaminated  with  petroleum  hydrocarbons  there 

13  beneath  a  rather  small  building.    I  think  the 

14  intention  for  the  Park  Service  is  to  remove  that 

15  building  and  when  they  do  that  we'll  be  removing 

16  that  soil  as  well  as  some  additional  soil  in  the 

17  adjacent  parking  lot.    More  than  likely,  that  site 

18  will  have  to  undergo  an  investigation,  and  then  a 

19  corrective  action  plan  or  decision  document  will 

20  ultimately  determine  the  action  to  be  taken  there. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:     What's  the 

22  source,  or  the  suspected  source  for  the 

23  hydrocarbons? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    There  were  three 

25  tanks  there  at  one  point.    I  believe,  two  below 
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1  What  we're  looking  for,  or  we're  looking  to 

2  have  a  document  out  in  May  of  1998,  for  agency  and 

3  public  review.    And  we're  hoping  to  initiate 

4  remedial  activity  in  July  of  1998. 

5  In  terms  of  the  Building  680  status,  the 

6  contractor  is  patiently  waiting  obligation  of  funds 

7  to  his  contract.    It's  something  that  has  been 

8  overdue  delayed  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  It's 

9  something  at  the  Sacramento  District  that  is, 

10  essentially,  out  of  my  control.    I've  been  assured 

11  that  it's  the  next  obligation  to  occur.    So  I  would 

12  anticipate  that  they  would  have  the  money  obligated 

13  and  the  contract  in  less  than  two  weeks.    And  then 

14  we  initiate  the  remaining  soil  excavation  at  that 

15  site.    I  think  we're  looking  at,  approximately,  50 

16  yards  of  soil  that  needs  to  be  removed.    There  will 

17  be  some  confirmation  sampling,  and  then  a  closure 

18  report  developed.    I  would  anticipate  a  June  or 

19  July  closure  report,  something  like  that. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Could  you  just 

21  interject  something  that  we  talked  about  today,  the 

22  golf  course? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Probably  about 

24  two  or  three  weeks  ago,  the  National  Park  Service 

25  concessionaire  at  the  golf  course,  was  doing  some 
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1  ground  and  one  above  ground. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    In  the  DEH 

3  area  there  was  discussion  last  month  about  the 

4  removal  of  the  trees,  that  maybe  the  cleanup  level 

5  could  be  raised,  instead  of  the  trees  being  cut 

6  down. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Yes.    That  was 

8  discussed  at  the  site  with  the  DTSC,  EPA,  the  Army, 

9  the  City,  and  the  National  Park  Service.  A 

10  decision  was  made  to  go  ahead  and  remove  the  trees 

11  and  not  adjust  the  cleanup  level  at  that  site. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Could  you  give 

13  us  the  rational  behind  that? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:      First  of  all, 

15  we  consulted  the  City,  and  they  said  that  it's 

16  okay.    And  also,  considering  that  we  need  to  go 

17  through  a  process  of  doing  an  explanation  of 

18  significant  difference  if  there's  going  to  be  a 

19  change  of  cleanup  numbers,  it  needs  to  be  forwarded 

20  to  the  public,  and  we  thought  that  it's  going  to 

21  take  a  long  time  to  come  up  with  that  to  complete 

22  that  process.    The  only  thing  we  needed  to  do  was 

23  to  get  clearance  from  the  City,  because  they  own 

24  the  property,  and  we  got  clearance  from  of  the 

25  City. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Bruce,  I 

2  think  you  asked  for  an  update  on  the  Mountain  Lake 
?      tus.    Essential Ly,  there  is  not  much  to  report 

4  je  we  last  talked  about  it.    Both  the  National 

5  Resources  staff  within  the  Park  Service,  as  well  as 

6  the  Golden  Gate  National  Park's  Association, 

7  continue  to  be  interested  in  moving  forward  on  the 

8  project  of  Mountain  Lake.    And,  if  you  will  recall 

9  some  months  ago,  we  talked  about  airport  mitigation 

10  funds.    There  needs  to  be  a  contract  developed 

11  under  which  those  funds  are  being  spent,  and  that 

12  has  not  yet  been  finalized.    So  there's  people 

13  waiting  for  those  final  activities.    So  at  this 

14  point  people  are  interested  and  anxious  to  go 

15  ahead.    It's  going  to  happen,  but  at  this  point,  I 

16  don't  have  a  time  frame,  and  I  don't  have  a  date 

17  definite.    The  interest  is  still  there,  but  there's 

18  no  firm  schedule  that  I  can  report  right  now. 

19  MR.  MIDDLETON:    The  airport  money  was 

20  about  $500,000,  $150,000  of  which  is  to  be  used  for 

21  studies,  and  how  to  preserve  Mountain  Lake.  The 

22  rest,  $350,000,  is  to  be  used  for  construction 

23  activities,  or  dredging,  or  whatever  is  determined 

24  to  be  necessary.    But  it  was  deemed  important  by 

25  the  airport  that  not  all  the  money  be  used  for 
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studies. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Mark. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNKGIN:    I  think  we 
covered  all  the  topics  but  one.    There's  a  large 
fiber-optic  cable  that  crosses  Crissy  Field  along 
the  shoreline  that  has  to  be  removed  prior  to 
construction  and  remediation  activities.    So  there 
was  discussion  on  how  to  coordinate  and  move  this 
fiber-optic  cable  with  all  the  activities  going  on 
at  Crissy  Field. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    I'd  like  to  get 
this  meeting  to  an  end.    Are  there  any  final 
announcements  or  comments?    Any  agenda  items  that 
people  have  in  mind?   All  right.    Well,  the  usual 
process,  get  your  agenda  items  to  Mark. 

I'd  like  to  thank  everyone  for  their 
participation  tonight,  and  look  forward  to  the  next 
meeting.    Thank  you.    Without  objection,  meeting 
adjourned. 
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I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 


Dated:  At  San  Francisco,  California  this 
 day  of   ,  1998 


Elizabeth  Valstad 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening. 

2  This  is  the  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board 

3  meeting.    Welcome  to  the  boardmembers.  Army, 

4  contractors,  regulators,  members  of  the  public,  and 

5  city  officials.    Does  everyone  have  an  agenda?  Any 

6  changes,  additions  to  the  agenda  tonight?  All 

7  right.    Any  announcements?    We  have  one 

8  announcement.    I'd  like  to  introduce  Sharon  Rycoff, 

9  from  the  Presidio  Trust.    And  Sharon  is  their 

10  environmental  specialist. 

11  MS.  RYCOFF:    Yes.    I  brought  a 

12  handout,  and  it's  in  the  back  of  the  room.    It's  a 

13  recently  signed  memorandum  of  agreement  between  the 

14  Park  Service,  the  Trust,  and  the  Army,  to  sit  down 

15  and  just  get  together  and  talk  about  some  of  the 

16  remediation  issues,  and  just  bring  the  Trust  in  now 

17  as  a  new  player  and  move  forward.    So  it's  in  the 

18  back  with  the  handouts  for  anybody  to  pick  up. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

20  announcements?    All  right.    Old  business? 

21  Committee  reports? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  Main 
.tallation  Committee  meeting  met  on  April  28th, 

2-,     J  we  had  a  good  meeting  and  we  had  a  good  turn 
25  out.    We  talked  about  several  topics,  including  the 
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1  Feasibility  Study  that  we've  been  working  on  for  a 

2  few  months.    We  had  several  new  members  there  so  we 

3  talked  about  getting  documents  to  submit  to  the  new 

4  members  so  they  could  look  at  those. 

5  We  discussed  Building  207/231,  the  ongoing 

6  progress  there  with  the  modeling  of  the 

7  contamination. 

8  We  discussed  possible  projects  for  the  TAPP 

9  grant.    And  we  discussed  the  --  I  guess  that's 

10  about  it. 

11  Our  next  meeting  is  May  26th,  at  the  same 

12  location  from  7:00  to  10:00  p.m.    Thank  you. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  questions  for 

14  Mark?   We're  onto  Item  5,  Presentations  and 

15  Discussions.    We'll  begin  with  Greg  Little,  and  the 

16  Landfill  C  sampling  discussion. 

17  MR.  LITTLE:    I'm  Greg  Little  and  I'm 

18  a  project  manager  for  Montgomery/Watson  on  the 

19  groundwater  monitoring  program.    I'm  here  to 

20  summarize  some  of  the  results  of  the  sampling  that 

21  we  conducted  as  part  of  our  sampling  program,  and  a 

22  little  bit  of  background. 

23  If  you  recall,  the  seeps  became  a  concern, 

24  particularly,  at  Landfill  E,  Fill  Site  1  and 

25  Landfill  2,  last  fall  during  the  RI/FS  process. 
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1  The  concern  was  that  it  may  represent  a  new 

2  exposure  pathway,  and  it  had  been  considered  that 

3  there  could  be  contaminates  leaching  from  the 

4  landfill  that  hadn't  been  considered  in  either  of 

5  the  assessments. 

6  As  an  outcome  of  that,  we  added  sampling  of 

7  the  seeps  to  the  groundwater  monitoring  program, 

8  rolled  it  into  our  ongoing  programs  with  the  wells 

9  in  the  area.    We  wanted  to  get  at  least  one 

10  sampling  event  from  each  of  the  sites,  and 

11  hopefully,  we'll  get  more  data  to  work  with. 

12  What  1  want  to  go  over  tonight  are  several 

13  things.    Landfill  E,  many  of  you  may  have  heard 

14  that  foam  was  observed.    There  was  actually  a  video 

15  that  we  brought,  which  was  playing  earlier,  before 

16  the  meeting,  and  we  can  play  it  for  you  at  the 

17  break.    I  want  to  summarize  the  results  that  we've 

18  seen  at  Landfill  E,  summarize  the  results  that  we 

19  got  at  the  El  Pol  in  Spring  area,  specifically,  the 

20  seeps  coming  from  Fill  Site  1  and  Landfill  2,  and 

21  discuss  some  of  the  hydrocarbons  that  were  detected 

22  in  the  seeps  at  a  couple  of  the  locations  there, 

23  which  we  think  are  from  the  vegetation  in  the 

24  area.    I'll  give  a  little  bit  more  detail  why  we 

25  feel  that  is  the  case. 
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1  This  is  a  close-up  of  the  site.    We  have  got 

2  the  ball  field  to  the  south,  and  Landfill  E  running 

3  northeast.    There  are  three  locations  that  we 

4  actually  sampled  downgradient;  DAESP01  through 

5  DAESP03.    DAESP04,  after  we  got  some  data  back,  we 

6  thought  it  might  be  nice  to  get  an  upgradient  water 

7  quality  sample  so  we  could  compare  the  water 

8  chemistry,  upgradient  and  downgradient. 

9  Unfortunately,  we  haven't  had  any  flow,  so  we  have 

10  never  gotten  a  sample  from  the  upgradient  towards 

11  the  landfill. 

12  To  kind  of  describe  what  these  points  look 

13  like,  DAESP03  is  actually  a  clay-vitrified  pipe 

14  that  pops  out  in  the  face  of  the  landfill,  and 

15  water  actually  flows  down  to  there.    This  is  all 

16  described  and  you  can  see  it  in  the  video  at  the 

17  break. 

18  DAESP02  is  actually  near  where  a  big  large 

19  tree  stump  actually  comes  over  it  and  water 

20  daylights  in  this  area,  and  there  might  be  a  pipe 

21  there,  it's  really  uncertain,  but  water  daylights 

22  there  and  flows  down  again  towards  DAESP01. 

23  In  the  past  we  actually  started,  if  you 

24  recall,  a  corrective  plan,  CAP,  when  we  were 

25  assessing  utilities  and  things  that  needed  to  be 
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1  Landfill  E,  if  you're  not  familiar,  is 

2  located  south  of  the  Main  Installation,  the  Main 

3  Post,  northwest  of  the  El  Polin  Spring  area.  There 

4  are  three  locations  that  we  sampled,  DAESP01 

5  through  DAESP03.    We  got  two  sampling  events. 

6  The  seeps  out  at  the  landfill  starting 

7  flowing  about  mid  January,  and  in  the  case  of 

8  Landfill  E,  they  stopped  flowing  early  March. 

9  The  first  event  we  conducted  on  the  23rd  of 

10  January.    We  got  samples  from  all  three  locations. 

11  We  were  out  doing  periodic  observations  to  see  if 

12  they're  still  flowing.    We've  been  monitoring  water 

13  levels  on  a  monthly  basis.    We  noticed  foam  out 

14  there  at  the  end  of  February. 

15  We  were  planning  on  sampling  in  March  and  we 

16  moved  the  sampling  event  up  to  kind  of  assess  what 

17  may  be  in  the  water  underneath  the  foam.    And  we 

18  came  back  in  April  again,  and  we  were  possibly 

19  looking  at  getting  a  third  event  to  see  if  the 

20  seeps  at  Landfill  E  had  stopped.    They  actually 

21  stopped  flowing  about  March  9th.   We  got  a  pretty 

22  good  handle  on  when  they  started  and  when  they 

23  stopped  at  Landfill  E.    They  are  not  flowing,  even 

24  with  the  rain  today.    We  ran   out  there  this 

25  afternoon,  and  they  are  not  flowing  right  now. 
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1  considered  in  design.    Since  then,  we've  gotten 

2  some  new  utility  coverages  which  add  some 

3  information.    Some  stuff  that  we  weren't  aware  of 

4  in  the  past  are  some  storm  drains  that  weren't 

5  shown  in  the  utility  maps  that  we  had.    One  is  this 

6  one  here.   We  actually  encountered  this  in  a  trench 

7  as  part  of  the  pre- design  investigations.  This 

8  confirms  that  line  is  actually  there.   There's  also 

9  a  storm  drain  running  here,  northwest,  about  the 

10  same  distance  from  the  locations  here,  at  DAESP03. 

11  The  possibility  that  this  is  actually  a  storm 

12  drain,  this  is  the  in-fluid  here  and  the  out-fluid 

13  there,  and  it's  actually  a  clay  pipe  that  runs 

14  through  the  site. 

15  There's  also  a  storm  drain  coming  off  the 

16  parking  area.    That  building's  number  is  cut  off. 

17  That's  Building  810.    It  runs  down  right  to  where 

18  that  blue  arrow  is;  it  happens  to  be  a  groundwater 

19  flow-direction  arrow.    It  may  also  be  where  water 

20  is  daylight ing  at  DAESP02.    And  this  is  something 

21  that  we  might  play  around  with  in  the  coming  weeks, 

22  and  I'll  talk  about  that  in  a  minute. 

23  To  kind  of  look  at  the  hydrogeology,  I  want 

24  to  look  at  a  cross-section  through  the  access  of 

25  the  landfill.    This  is  labeled  CC/Prime.    This  is 
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1  right  out  of  the  BGMP,  Site  Specific  Groundwater 

2  Monitoring  Plan. 

3  Our  interpretation  at  the  site  is  that  the 
t     "er,  at  least  at  the  downgradient  side,  which  I 
-..      m  you  can't  read  this  --  well,  this  is  DAEGW07 

6  and  DAEGW08.    This  well  we've  known  for  quite  some 

7  tine  is  different  from  the  groundwater  wells  in  the 

8  area  of  the  landfills.    We  always  felt  that  this  is 

9  a  perch  water  zone,  which  is  effective  more  rapidly 

10  from  rainfall  events.    The  water,  therefore,  is 

11  different  from  groundwater,  it  resides  underground 

12  for  a  longer  period  of  time. 

13  The  elevations  in  DAEGU08  and  other  wells  in 

14  the  landfill  suggest  that  groundwater  is  quite  a 

15  bit  lower,  as  this  is  indeed  a  perch  zone.  And 

16  I'll  show  you  some  of  the  chemistry  results  that 

17  confirm  that,  or,  at  least,  support  that. 

18  As  I  mentioned,  we  went  out  --as  part  of  the 

19  groundwater  monitoring  program,  we  did  a  full 

20  standard  sweep  for  landfill  monitoring,  including  a 

21  variety  of  inorganic  contaminates  and  organic 

22  contaminates.    We  followed  the  same  QAQC  protocols 

23  that  we  do  with  our  standard  groundwater 

24  monitoring. 

25  I  want  to  take  a  little  bit  of  a  divergence 
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1  Of  note,  we  do  have  elevated  iron  in  this 

2  sample,  both  in  DAESP03  and  DAESP02,  which  is 

3  downgradient,  so  it  could  be  from  the  same  source. 

4  Lower  levels  of  calcium,  but  nothing  that  would 

5  immediate  alarm  you  as  potentially  causing  the 

6  foaming. 

7  This  next  diagram  looks  a  little  complex. 

8  These  are  what  we  use  in  the  groundwater  monitoring 

9  program.    They  are  called  stiff  diagrams,  and  they 

10  are  used  in  several  reports.    It's  basically  a  way 

11  to  look  at  water  chemistry  and  compare  water 

12  chemistry  from  one  location  to  the  other.    In  the 

13  wells  we  have  the  data  from  the  last  four  quarters, 

14  from  January  1998  at  the  top,  working  backward 

15  until  October  1997,  July  1997,  April  1997.  And 

16  then  for  the  seeps  we  have  the  second  event,  which 

17  in  this  case  would  be  February  24th,  and  then  the 

18  first  event,  which  is  March  23rd. 

19  And  there's  a  couple  of  things  I  want  to 

20  point  out  here.    You  can  see  in  the  wells  we  have 

21  pretty  consistent  water  chemistry.    The  shapes  of 

22  these  diagrams  are  pretty  similar.    If  you  look  at 
2        springs,  you  see  a  little  bit  more 

2<*  .jriability.    As  we  mentioned  before,  this  is  the 
25  plot  for  DAEGU07,  that  shallow  well  that  we  believe 
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1  here  and  talk  about  the  foam  at  Landfill  E. 

2  DAESP03  is  actually  the  location  where  we  saw  the 

3  foam,  and  as  I  mentioned,  we  came  upon  it  in  a 

4  sidewalk  survey  and  we  then  adjusted  our  sampling 

5  to  get  a  sample  of  the  water. 

6  It  wasn't  there  in  January.   You  can  see  in 

7  this  photo,  this  is  a  clay-vitrified  pipe  where 

8  water  comes  out  and  trickles  down.    It  came  back  on 

9  the  24th,  and  there's,  obviously,  a  large  amount  of 

10  foam  there.    Once  we  saw  that,  we  kind  of  ran 

11  around  the  base  to  see  if  we  saw  it  anywhere  else. 

12  The  El  Polin  Spring  area.    Ue  inspected  all 

13  of  our  sampling  locations.    Ue  didn't  see  it  up 

14  where  we  were  actually  doing  our  sampling.    This  is 

15  the  El  Polin  loop,  south  at  the  top.    There's  a 

16  culvert  right  in  here.    The  view  to  the  south,  you 

17  can  see  a  little  bit  of  foam  here,  not  nearly  as 

18  much  as  we  saw  at  Landfill  E,  but  we  did  see  some. 

19  I'm  going  to  summarize  the  results.  We 

20  didn't  detect  any  organic  contaminates.  Ue 

21  detected  a  variety  of  inorganic  metals.    The  sample 

22  on  the  far  right  is  actually  the  foam  sample.  If 

23  you  look  across  all  the  samples,  you'll  see  there's 

24  a  little  more  variability  than  you  see  in  our 

25  groundwater  results. 
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1  is  in  a  perch  zone.    And  we  felt  that  water 

2  chemistry  has  always  been  more  different  from  the 

3  groundwater,  which  we  attributed  to  recharge  from 

4  rainfall.    That  well  was  dry  shortly  after  rainy 

5  events  and  water  levels  rise  quickly  when  it  does 

6  rain.    If  you  look  at  the  seep  data,  particularly, 

7  at  DAEGW  second  event  and  DAESP01  the  water  count 

8  should  look  similar  in  that  perch  zone.    So  it  does 

9  look  like  that  perch  zone  does  represent  the  same 

10  type  of  water  we're  seeing  in  the  seeps. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    What's  a  perch 

12  zone? 

13  MR.  LITTLE:    It's  not  a  regional 

14  groundwater  elevation,  there's  a  clay  lens  or 

15  something  that's  catching  water  as  it  infiltrates 

16  in  and  feeds  its  migration  downward. 

17  The  inorganic  results.    I  just  want  to  breeze 

18  through  this.    This  is  just  a  graphical 

19  presentation. 

20  The  seep  data  is  in  the  yellow  on  the  right. 

21  The  first  two  are  DAESP01;  the  second  event  is 

22  DAESP02;  the  third  event  is  DAESP03.    This  bluish 

23  color  is  the  January  1998  results  from  the  wells  in 

24  the  area.    This  burgundy  color  is  the  historical 

25  maximum  regional  quality.    And  the  point  I  want  to 
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1  get  across  is  that  we're  getting  detections,  in 

2  this  case,  nitrate,  but  it  is  within  the  range  that 

3  we've  seen  in  the  wells.    So  the  conclusion  is 

4  basically  we  have  more  data;  we  have  a  little  bit 

5  better  handle  on  what's  going  on  up  there,  but  we 

6  don't  expect  this  to  significantly  change  the 

7  conclusions  of  the  risk  assessment.    We're  not 

8  seeing  drastically  different  water  chemistry,  even 

9  in  the  event  where  we  had  the  foam. 

10  Ue  plotted  some.   Ue  didn't  have  a  lot  of 

11  detection  because  there  wasn't  much  to  plot  in  a 

12  lot  of  cases.    Nickel  was  identified  as  a  potential 

13  contaminate  of  concern.    We  got  low  levels  in  the 

14  seeps,  higher  levels  in  a  couple  of  the  wells.  So 

15  again,  we  don't  anticipate  the  conclusions  of  the 

16  risk  assessment  to  change  significantly. 

17  This  is  selenium.    We  didn't  have  detections 

18  in  the  wells.    That  was  also  identified  as  a 

19  potential  contaminate  of  concern. 

20  This  is  iron.    As  I  pointed  out  earlier,  iron 

21  was  the  one  exception  we  did  see  higher.  During 

22  the  event  where  we  had  the  higher  flows,  the  source 

23  of  that  is  uncertain. 

24  So  in  conclusion,  what  I'd  like  to  just  point 

25  out  about  Landfill  E  before  I  talk  about  El  Pol  in 
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1  Spring  area,  we  do  have  --we  got  some  seeps. 

2  Right  now  there's  at  least  more  information  that 

3  suggests  that  these  things  are  actually  storm  drain 

4  outlets.    They  may  or  may  not  be.   What  we're  going 

5  to  be  doing,  we  have  been  talking  with  the  Park 

6  Service.   We're  going  to  try  and  do  some  simple 

7  flow  assessments,  put  some  water  in  one  inlet  and 

8  see  if  it  comes  out  the  other,  things  like  that, 

9  when  the  water  is  not  flowing. 

10  Our  hydrogeology  seems  to  be  supported  a 

11  little  bit  more  by  the  data  here.    What  may 

12  actually  be  happening  is  weathered  water  is  coming 

13  in  through  that  pipe,  which  is  a  source  of  the 

14  perch  zone,  and  again,  different  than  groundwater. 

15  But  in  a  nutshell,  we  don't  anticipate  the 

16  conclusions  of  the  RI  changing  based  on  this  data. 

17  We  have  more  data,  have  a  little  bit  better 

18  understanding  of  what's  going  on.    The  foam  is 

19  still  a  little  bit  of  a  mystery.   We  can't  say 

20  exactly  what  caused  it;  it  was  there  for  about  a 

21  week,  it's  gone.    The  seep  stopped  flowing.    We  can 

22  say  that  the  water  chemistry  in  the  area  where  the 

23  foam  was  doesn't  look  drastically  different. 

24  There's  nothing  that  makes  it  look  toxic  by  any 

25  nature,  but  we  can't  give  an  answer  as  to  why  that 
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1  foam  was  there. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Did  you  mention 

3  what  the  temperature  of  the  foam  was  compared  to 

4  the  water? 

5  MR.  LITTLE:    We  mentioned  the  water, 

6  we  didn't  mention  the  foam. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Do  you  have  any 

8  idea  of  the  chemical  compounds  that  the  iron  was 

9  composed  of? 

10  MR.  LITTLE:    No.    It  was  an  elemental 

11  analysis,  so  we  know  it  was  an  iron  concentration, 

12  but  to  say  what  the  compounds  are,  no.    That's  part 

13  of  the  difficulty  of  assessing  where  the  foam  might 

14  be.    There  are  tests,  but  we  didn't  have  those  at 

15  our  disposal  at  the  time.    Foam  sampling  is  a 

16  little  unique  in  its  own  way,  but  when  you  look  at 

17  the  results  you  can  say  it's  aluminum  compound,  but 

18  we  have  the  elemental  analysis.    We're  still 

19  exploring  some  options,  but  we  don't  have  all  the 

20  data  to  say  what's  causing  the  foam. 

21  What  we  can  say  is  that  we  didn't  detect  any 

22  SVOCs,  any  pesticides,  any  herbicides,  any 

23  hydrocarbons,  anything  that  suggests  that  it's  an 

24  environmental  concern.    Why  it's  foaming?    I  don't 

25  know.    And  indeed,  if  this  is  indeed  a  storm  drain, 
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1  it  could  be  a  lot  of  things.    It  could  be  something 

2  that  was  dumped  into  the  inland;  it  could  be 

3  something  that  is  in  the  natural  chemistry  of  the 

4  water;  it  could  be  something  leaking  from  the 

5  landfill.    I  can't  tell  you  that  answer  right  now. 

6  It  doesn't  look  like  it's  toxic. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     Is  it  possible 

8  that  iron  in  the  foam  was  in  the  form  of  an  acid, 

9  and  that  it  might  have  been  the  cause  of  the  foam 

10  and  reaction  with  the  acid? 

11  MR.  LITTLE:    I  don't  have  an  answer 

12  for  that. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    So  do  you 

14  suspect  that  there  are  concentrations  of  metal  in 

15  the  landfills? 

16  MR.  LITTLE:    No.    My  gut  reaction  is 

17  it  was  only  in  one  event  on  this  thing.    To  me  it's 

18  more  likely  --  if  it's  a  storm  drain,  we  need  to 

19  explore  that  a  little  further.    It  may  be  something 

20  that's  just  a  onetime  event.    We  didn't  see  it  in 

21  the  first  event,  so  it's  more  likely  attributed  to 

22  runoff,  I'm  not  sure. 

23  I'm  going  to  move  onto  the  El  Polin  Spring 

24  area.    The  El  Polin  Spring  area  --  this  is  the  Fill 

25  Site  1  and  Landfill  2  area.    We  sampled  three 
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1  locations,  LF02SP01,  LF01SP01,  and  EPSP01.  These 

2  seeps,  like  the  others,  began  flowing  in  mid 

3  January  and  are  still  flowing.    We  were  actually 
I      e  to  get  three  events,  three  sampling  data 

,nts. 

6  First,  in  January,  we  actually  did  the  El 

7  Polin  Spring  sampling  on  January  8th.    We  got  the 

8  other  two  sampling  locations  on  the  23rd.    Then  in 

9  March,  we  sampled  them  on  the  9th.    And  we  do  have 

10  some  data,  which  is  not  yet  available,  but  we'll  be 

11  providing  that  in  reports,  as  well. 

12  The  El  Polin  Spring  area.    Fill  Site  1  and 

13  Landfill  2  area  is  on  the  right  there.  El  Polin 

14  Spring  in  the  upper  left.    These  are  sample 

15  locations  EPSP01,  and  Landfill  2.    This  appeared  -- 

16  this  is  where  water  daylights  here,  and  it  appears 

17  to  flow  down  this  little  drainage  where  the  flow 

18  tends  to  pick  up  a  little  more,  it  may  be  some 

19  contribution  from  the  Fill  Site  1  area,  so  we 

20  actually  sampled  both  those  locations. 

21  This  is  the  hit  table  that  you  have  been 

22  provided  in  your  handout.    We  did  detect 

23  hydrocarbons,  I'll  go  into  a  little  bit  more  detail 

24  about  that  later.    We  think  they  are  from  the 

25  vegetation  in  the  area.    We  didn't  detect  any 
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1  the  Landfill  2  spring.    Again,  it's  in  the  range 

2  that  we've  seen  in  the  wells  in  the  area. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    These  are  all 

4  elemental  analyses,  right?   You  don't  do  any 

5  chemistry  as  far  as  what  you  think  the  compounds 

6  might  be? 

7  MR.  LITTLE:  Right. 

8  I  want  to  talk  about  the  hydrocarbons  that  we 

9  detected  in  the  area.    I'm  going  to  show  you  some 

10  chromatograms  and  just  point  out  a  few  things. 

11  When  we  review  these  things  we  look  at  two 

12  things  to  assess  the  nature.    One  is  to  resolve  the 

13  component  peaks.    And  then  the  unresolved 

14  component,  the  mixture  envelope,  which  is  where  the 

15  concentration  is  so  high  you're  looking  for  a 

16  "hump."   When  you  look  at  fuel  products  you're 

17  looking  for  where  that  hump  may  come  out  in  the 

18  range  here,  C6  on  down  to  C30.    So  that's  what 

19  we're  going  to  be  looking  at,  at  some  of  the 

20  subsequent  chromatograms. 

21  These  are  our  water  samples.    This  is  the 

22  sample  from  Landfill  2,  SP01,  and  then  El  Polin 
2'       ing,  the  first  event  in  January.    You  can  see 
2t*  _ur  concentrations  range,  C12  to  C24,  is  where  we 
25  took  it  and  quantified  the  diesel  range.    C24  to 
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1  SVOCs,  COCs,  pesticides,  PCBs,  herbicides,  etc. 

2  Graphically  --  our  stiff  diagrams  again. 

3  This  is  the  same  thing,  with  the  most  current  event 

4  at  the  top.    A  note  here,  is  that  the  chemistry 

5  that  we're  seeing  in  the  seep  data  is  actually 

6  similar  to  what  we're  seeing  in  the  groundwater 

7  data,  so  it  does  look  like  this  is  actually 

8  groundwater  daylighting  to  the  surface.  We're 

9  seeing  variations  of  concentrations.    We're  seeing 

10  a  little  more  variability  in  some  of  these  surface 

11  sample  locations,  but  at  least  this  one  shows  most 

12  variability,  the  second  event  looks  similar  to  what 

13  we're  seeing  in  some  of  the  groundwater  wells. 

14  Graphically,  I  got  the  Fill  Site  1  data  on 

15  the  left,  the  wells,  and  then  the  two  seep  sampling 

16  events,  and  then  the  wells  that  were  associated 

17  with  Landfill  2,  and  then  the  Landfill  2  sampling 

18  point  with  El  Polin  Spring.    The  point  is  that 

19  we're  not  seeing  concentrations  out  of  what  we've 

20  seen  that  have  been  used  in  the  risk  assessment. 

21  This  is  magnesium.    The  same  point  I  want  to 

22  make,  it's  within  the  range  that  we've  seen. 

23  And  then  chromium.   And  this  is  total 

24  chromium,  Chrom  3  plus  Chrom  6.    We  didn't  detect 

25  it  at  all  at  the  LF01SP01.    We  didn't  detect  it  at 
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1  C36  is  what  we  quantified  in  the  fuel  oil  range. 

2  We're  seeing  a  pattern  here.    Our  first  hump 

3  coming  out  in  the  diesel  range  here,  and  then  our 

4  second  larger  hump  coming  out  in  the  fuel  oil 

5  range.    They  don't  look  like  our  typical  fuel. 

6  We  see  a  lot  more  spikes,  resolved  peaks  within 

7  the  humps,  which  don't  look  like  a  normal  fuel. 

8  We're  seeing  the  same  pattern  in  all  three  of 

9  these.    I'm  going  to  take  the  middle  one  here  so 

10  we  can  compare  it  to  some  of  the  samples  we've 

11  analyzed. 

12  That's  our  water  sample  on  the  top.    This  is 

13  a  typical  diesel  standard  in  the  middle.    You  can 

14  see  it  tends  to  be  a  broader  hump.    And  then  the 

15  bottom  one  is  the  motor  oil  standard,  which  has 

16  fewer  of  the  resolved  peaks. 

17  This  next  diagram  shows  our  water  samples 

18  from  the  Landfill  2  area,  compared  to  a  typical 

19  fuel  that  we  see  at  the  Presidio  area.    And  this  is 

20  a  sample  from  the  FDS  Project.    You  can  see  the  FDS 

21  fuel,  in  this  case,  is  a  broad  hump  with  very  few 

22  resolved  peaks. 

23  So  right  away  we  knew  we  were  dealing  with 

24  something  that  looks  inherently  different  that  what 

25  we've  dealt  with  in  the  past.    It  doesn't  look  like 
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1  any  of  the  fuels  that  we've  seen,  or  any  of  the 

2  standards  that  the  lab  has  quantified  against. 

3  So  we  went  back  out  to  the  landfill,  and  we 

4  knew  the  water  was  kind  of  going  through  a  lot  of 

5  vegetation  and  debris,  leaves,  bark,  etc.    So  we 

6  grabbed  some  variety  samples,  and  I'm  going  to  show 

7  you  a  couple  here.    This  is  Eucalyptus  leaves 

8  here.    And  you  see  the  same  pattern.    You  see  a 

9  hump  in  the  diesel  range,  and  then  a  second  hump  in 

10  the  fuel  oil  range  with  a  lot  of  these  resolved 

11  peaks,  similar  to  what  we've  seen  in  the  water. 

12  And  we  also  go  through  a  silica  gel  process,  which 

13  essentially  removes  the  polar  fraction. 

14  The  second  sample  here.    This  is  the 

15  Eucalyptus  bark  sample.    Again,  we're  going  to  see 

16  some  detections  in  the  diesel  range  and  the  fuel 

17  oil  range.    We  have  other  samples  in  there.  Pine 

18  needles,  and  other  samples  that  we  ran. 

19  Based  on  the  patterns,  the  lack  of  SVOC 

20  detections,  etc.,  we  feel  the  source  of  the 

21  hydrocarbons  is  likely  from  the  vegetation  in  the 

22  area. 

23  A  second  thing  of  note.    If  you  look  at  the 

24  conceptual  model  at  the  site  --  we're  sampling  El 

25  Polin  Spring  --  this  is  where  we  got  hydrocarbon 
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1  detections  during  our  first  event,  and  then  we're 

2  sampling  up  in  here,  which  is  this  diagram.  It's 

3  not  quite  representative  of  all  the  trees.  It's 

4  heavily  wooded,  and  we  have  water  coming  through 

5  the  woods  here.    What  we're  not  detecting  is  any 

6  hydrocarbons  in  these  wells  down  at  El  Polin 

7  Spring.    If  it  is  hydrocarbon  coming  from 

8  groundwater,  from  the  landfill,  we  would  expect  to 

9  see  something  in  the  wells,  and  we  haven't  seen 

10  that.    It's  our  interpretation  that  we're  getting 

11  hydrocarbons  in  the  water  from  the  vegetation  in 

12  the  area. 

13  In  summary,  we  have  more  data,  a  little  more 

14  information.    We  don't  anticipate  that  these  data 

15  are  going  to  significantly  change  conclusions,  but 

16  there  will  be  assessments  to  go  through  and  revisit 

17  the  RI  at  these  sites.    But  that's  all  I  really 

18  have  to  say. 

19  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    If  there  are 

20  hydrocarbons  and  motor  oil  and  diesel  fuel,  how  are 

21  you  quantifying  results?  Are  you  sending  samples 

22  to  a  forensic  lab? 

23  MR.  LITTLE:    They  are  quantified 

24  against  a  standard.    And  you're  right,  there  are  a 

25  lot  of  questions  on  how  you  would  quantify  that. 
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1  We  haven't  sent  it  off  to  another  lab  for  that  sort 

2  of  analysis. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Could  you  explain 

4  a  little  bit  more  what  the  silica  gel  cleanup  is 

5  supposed  to  do? 

6  MR.  LITTLE:    In  hydrocarbons  there 

7  are  polar  and  nonpolar  fractions.    And  it  removes 

8  the  polar  fractions  which  are  typically  associated 

9  with  animal  and  vegetable  hydrocarbons.    As  you  can 

10  see,  there  are  naturally  occurring  vegetative 

11  nonpolar  hydrocarbons  as  well  that  are  getting 

12  through  the  process. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  when  we  look  at 

14  these  diagrams  and  the  silica  gel  is  not  cleaning 

15  this  up,  that  says  that  these  don't  have  a  polar 

16  fraction;  is  that  right? 

17  MR.  LITTLE:  Right. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Have  you  tested 

19  any  springs  in  the  Nike  swale  area? 


MR.  LITTLE:    No,  we  haven't. 
BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Do  you  plan  to? 
MR.  LITTLE:    We  haven't  had  any  plans 


20 
21 
22 

23  to,  no. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     I  just  had  a 

25  thought  about  the  hydrocarbons  at  Landfill  2  and 
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1  Fill  Site  1.    Since  there  has  been  a  little  bit  of 

2  contradiction,  showing  that  the  water  is 

3  groundwater,  and  then  you  are  saying  that  it  is 

4  influenced  by  going  through  Eucalyptus  leaves,  is 

5  there  a  retention  time?    I  mean,  the  way  to  resolve 

6  that  might  be  at  Fill  Site  1.    There  is  a  spring 

7  that  comes  out  at  the  base  of  that  fill  material 

8  and  it  does  not  flow  there,  but  there's  definitely 

9  a  spring  flowing  there.    So  if  you  re-sample  up 

10  inside  that  little  vegetated  area,  I  think  you 

11  could  find  a  spot  of  groundwater  without  going 

12  through  the  Eucalyptus  leaves. 

13  MR.  LITTLE:    I  don't  know  if  there's 

14  necessarily  contradictions  there.    If  you  have 

15  water  coming  out  there,  that  may  not  necessarily 

16  change  it,  but  if  it  is  picking  up  hydrocarbons  it 

17  still  may  not  --  I'm  not  sure.    There  are 

18  contradictions  there. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    It  has  to  flow 

20  on  the  surface  long  enough  to  pick  up  the  oil? 

21  MR.  LITTLE:    The  only  thing  I  can 

22  really  say,  the  flow  at  E  tends  to  be  higher.  They 

23  responded  quicker  and  stopped  quicker.    Whereas,  El 

24  Polin  Spring  it  tends  to  be  more  trickling  -- 

25  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Except  for 
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1  this  one  spot  out  at  Fill  Site  1  that  I'm  thinking 

2  of.    So  maybe  we  should  go  out  there.    I'll  meet 

3  you  out  there. 

I  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

.st ions?    Item  5.B.    We  have  Rosemary  Cambra 

6  scheduled  to  speak,  and  I'm  looking  around  here  and 

7  I  don't  see  her  here  tonight.    Okay.    Then  we'll 

8  move  on  to  Item  C.    That  would  be  Martin 

9  Steinpress. 

10  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Today  I'd  like  to 

11  give  you  a  brief  summary  of  a  technical  memorandum 

12  that  was  put  out  about  four  weeks  ago.    There's  a 

13  handout  on  the  back  table  that  summarizes  it,  as 

14  well.    I'll  just  give  you  a  summary,  because  all 

15  the  details  are  in  this  technical  memorandum. 

16  This  is  entitled  Hexavalent  Chromium  in 

17  Groundwater  at  the  Presidio.    We've  done  a  sampling 

18  event,  part  of  which  Greg  talked  about,  in  January 

19  of  1988.    The  memorandum  was  reviewed  by 

20  Montgomery/Watson  and  Corps  personnel,  as  well  as 

21  Bill  Mayee,  an  independent  chemist,  and  Brian  Shos, 

22  at  San  Francisco  State  University. 

23  The  problem  that  we  were  addressing  is 

24  previous  detections  of  hexavalent  chromium  in 

25  groundwater  during  the  RI,  and  some  of  these 
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1  The  second  was  to  test  the  hypothesis  that 

2  hexavalent  chromium  originated  from  the 

3  serpentinite  bedrock  as  opposed  to  an  industrial 

4  anthropogenic  source  through  the  weathering  of 

5  bedrock  or  soils. 

6  To  examine  this  hypothesis  we  did  a 

7  literature  search.    In  addition  to  hexavalent 

8  chromium  analysis  we  analyzed  for  general  water 

9  chemistry  perimeters,  and  also  compared  the 

10  oxidation  reduction  potential,  or  Eh  and  Ph,  to 

11  publish  chromium  stability  diagrams. 

12  And  then  finally,  we  also  wanted  to  confirm 

13  that  the  hexavalent  chromium  detections  were  not 

14  sampling  laboratory  artifacts.    And  to  do  this  we 

15  used  two  sampling  methods,  three  analytical 

16  methods,  and  also  spiked  selected  samples  with 

17  either  Chrom  6  or  Chrom  3  to  make  sure  we  didn't 

18  have  transformation  in  the  oxidation  state  of  the 

19  chromium. 

20  This  hypothesis,  which  I  wanted  to  present  at 

21  the  beginning  so  you  kind  of  understand  what  our 

22  thinking  was  in  designing  the  study,  was  that  in 
2'        upland  areas  of  the  Presidio  we  have  a  very 
2h   ..usual  environment,  and  that's  the  serpentinite 
25  which  is  a  rock  that  is  very  high  in  a  number  of 
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1  upgradient  wells,  which  was  puzzling.  Hexavalent 

2  chromium  becomes  a  significant  risk  driver  because 

3  it's  carcinogenic. 

4  There  are  two  main  forms  of  chromium, 

5  Hexavalent  Chrom  6  and  trivalent  chromium,  which  is 

6  much  less  toxic  and  much  more  common  in  the 

7  environment.    Hexavalent  chromium  is  typically 

8  assumed  to  be  anthropogenic,  but  there  is  no 

9  apparent  widespread  source  at  the  Presidio,  but 

10  there  are  very  high  concentrations  of  Chrom  3  in 

11  the  serpentinite  bedrock. 

12  In  addition,  hexavalent  chromium  analysis  is 

13  a  difficult  analysis,  and  the  RI  attributed  the 

14  detections  to  analytical  procedures,  actually, 

15  matrix  interference  in  the  analytical  procedures. 

16  Subsequent  to  that,  the  US/EPA  did  some  analyses  of 

17  selected  samples  and  they  independently  confirmed 

18  that  there  was  Chrom  6  in  groundwater. 

19  Our  objectives  in  this  study  were  threefold. 

20  First,  to  determine  the  distribution  of  hexavalent 

21  chromium  in  the  groundwater  at  four  Presidio 

22  sites.    And  our  approach  for  this  was  to  sample  and 

23  analyze  for  hexavalent  chromium  at  16  wells,  El 

24  Polin  Spring,  and  two  Crissy  Field  wells,  for 

25  comparison. 
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1  metals.    And  it's  being  weathered  in  places  such  as 

2  the  Serpentinite  Barrens  near  Inspiration  Point. 

3  This  might  be  producing  trace  amounts  of  hexavalent 

4  chromium  in  groundwater,  which  would  then  be 

5  transported  down. 

6  Then  at  the  Crissy  Field  area  we  have  very 

7  different  groundwater  chemistry  which  I'll  talk 

8  about  briefly,  conditions  that  are  conducive  to 

9  reducing  any  hexavalent  chromium  to  trivalent 

10  chromium.    Hexavalent  chromium  is  highly  mobile, 

11  has  low  absorption,  whereas  trivalent  chromium  is 

12  fairly  immobile. 

13  As  part  of  the  study  we  did  a  literature 

14  search  to  identify  potential  industrial  uses  of 

15  hexavalent  chromium  that  could  be  sources.  These 

16  are  shown  here,  which  the  Presidio's  history 

17  generally  doesn't  include  these  kinds  of 

18  operations,  certainly,  not  on  a  widespread  basis. 

19  We  also  tried  to  identify  other  cases  of  naturally 

20  occurring  hexavalent  chromium  in  the  environment, 

21  and  found  several,  including  groundwater  in 

22  alluvial  basins  in  Arizona,  and  at  Lawrence 

23  Livermore  National  Lab  here  in  California.  In 

24  addition,  downgradient  ore  deposits  in  serpentinite 

25  rocks  in  India,  a  similar  environment  to  what  we 
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1  have,  our  serpentinites  here. 

2  So  the  four  sites  that  were  studied  were  Fill 

3  Site  1,  Landfill  2,  Battery  Howe/Wagner,  Building 

4  215  area,  and  we  also  sampled  from  the  only  spring 

5  that  had  water  at  the  time.  El  Polin  Spring.  And 

6  then,  as  I  said,  two  wells  at  Crissy  Field  for 

7  comparison. 

8  Ue  analyzed  for  a  number  of  general  chemistry 

9  perimeters  in  groundwater  for  purposes  of 

10  understanding  the  groundwater  chemistry.  Because 

11  the  key,  obviously,  if  you  have  chromium  in 

12  potentially  different  oxidation  states,  is  to 

13  understand  if  you  have  conditions  favorable  for 

14  hexavalent  chromium.    So  we  used  a  number  of 

15  perimeters  in  both  field  and  laboratory  analyses  to 

16  give  us  that  information. 

17  As  I  mentioned,  we  used  three  analytical 

18  methods.    The  hawk-field  test  kit  is  a  --  our 

19  chemist  actually  went  out  in  the  field  and  did  a 

20  field  analysis  right  there,  so  that  we  could  make 

21  sure  that  we  were  getting  a  sample  as  fresh  as  we 

22  could  to  make  sure  that  we  weren't  having  some 

23  transformations  in  chromium  state  between  the  time 

24  we  sampled  and  the  time  it  got  shipped  to  the  lab. 

25  In  addition  to  that,  we  used  the  photometric 
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1  So  I  wanted  to  just  briefly  run  through  the 

2  results  here  for  you  in  the  same  order  that  I 

3  presented  our  objectives. 

4  The  first  was  to  establish  the  distribution 

5  of  hexavalent  chromium  in  groundwater.    We  detected 

6  hexavalent  chromium  in  both  upgradient  and 

7  downgradient  of  all  four  of  these  sites  at  similar 

8  concentrations  to  what  the  RI  and  the  EPA  samples 

9  indicated,  up  to  122  micrograms  per  liter,  that  was 

10  at  Battery  Howe/Wagner,  the  maximum. 

11  Fill  Site  1,  Landfill  2,  and  Building  215  had 

12  variable  concentrations,  but  no  significant 

13  increase  downgradient,  so  it  didn't  appear  to  be 

14  related  to  the  RI  site  itself. 

15  Battery  Howe/Wagner  was  an  exception  to 

16  that.    It  had  higher  concentrations  in  the 

17  downgradient  well.    Battery  Howe/Wagner,  when  it 

18  was  constructed,  included  excavation  of 

19  serpentinite,  so  there  is  some  disturbance  there 

20  that  could  be  related  to  this.    And  neither  of  the 

21  Crissy  Field  groundwater  samples  had  detectable 

22  hexavalent  chromium. 

23  The  groundwater  chemistry  perimeters,  which 

24  give  us  an  indication  of  the  stability  of  the 

25  hexavalent  chromium,  the  samples  all  had  relatively 
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1  laboratory  method,  which  is  the  same  method  the  RI 

2  used.    And  a  third  method  was  the  chromatography 

3  method.    So  we  have  a  good  comparison  there. 

4  Now  just  briefly,  the  geology  here  at  the 

5  Presidio  is  quite  unusual.    Serpentinite  rocks  are 

6  slabs  of  oceanic  crusts  that  have  been  placed  on 

7  the  continent,  and  they  happen  to  be  high  in  a 

8  number  of  metals,  including  chromium,  which  occurs 

9  at  three  to  4000  ppm  in  the  bedrock.    And  the 

10  weathering  of  serpentinite  creates  a  very  unusual 

11  environment,  as  well.    That's  why  you  have 

12  sensitive  species  and  unusual  flora  that  occur  on 

13  the  serpentinite,  and  that's  partly  due  to  the  soil 

14  conditions  that  develop,  which  include  high  Ph. 

15  And  high  Ph  is  important,  because  that  is  an 

16  environment  in  which  Chrom  6  is  likely  to  be 

17  stable. 

18  Now  the  serpentinite  bedrock  underlies  most 

19  of  the  Presidio,  but  in  many  places  is  covered  with 

20  a  thin  veneer  of  sand  dunes.    But  here  in  purple 

21  are  the  outcrops  of  the  serpentinite  bedrock, 

22  including  right  here,  underlying  Fill  Site  1  and 

23  Landfill  2  two,  and  up  here,  at  Battery  Howe/Wagner 

24  here,  and  then  downgradient  here,  the  fourth 

25  sample,  at  the  Building  215  area. 
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1  neutral  Ph,  high  dissolved  oxygen  and  relatively 

2  high  Eh,  or  oxidation  reduction  potential,  which 

3  indicates  an  oxidized  environment. 

4  The  stiff  diagrams,  which  Greg  talked  about, 

5  portray  the  ion  concentrations  which  indicate, 

6  predominately,  magnesium  bicarbonate  waters,  and 

7  which  is  typical  of  not  only  the  Presidio  in 

8  general,  but  with  serpentinite  terrains;  this  is 

9  what  you  usually  see.    And  the  groundwater 

10  chemistry  was  generally  similar,  upgradient  and 

11  downgradient  of  the  sites,  with  the  exception  of 

12  well  LF02  and  GU02,  which  is  the  one  well  which  has 

13  an  influence  from  the  landfill.    But  this  was  the 

14  one  well  that  didn't  have  any  hexavalent  chromium, 

15  so  there's  not  a  relationship  between  the  landfill 

16  and  it's  affect  on  groundwater  and  the  distribution 

17  of  hexavalent  chromium. 

18  And  then  third,  with  respect  to  the  potential 

19  for  sampling  or  analytical  artifacts,  the  two 

20  sampling  methods  yielded  similar  results  indicating 

21  that  that's  not  a  factor.   The  three  analytical 

22  methods  also  yielded  similar  results,  and  results 

23  that  were  similar  to  the  previous  sampling  and 

24  analysis  in  the  RI  and  EPA. 

25  And  then  finally,  in  the  upland  samples  when 
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1  we  spiked  the  samples  with  either  Chrom  3  or  Chrom 

2  6,  there  wasn't  any  transformations,  so  we  didn't 

3  have  any  hexavalent  chromium  detections  that  were 
/"'■'">  to  the  sampling  or  analytical  procedures.  The 

.  exception  was  actually  Crissy  Field,  where  we 

6  had  one  sample  with  highly  reducing  conditions,  and 

7  when  we  spiked  that  with  hexavalent  chromium  it  was 

8  actually  reduced  to  trivalent  chromium.    So  that's 

9  kind  of  consistent  with  this  overall  model. 

10  Then  let  me  touch  briefly  on  the  discussion 

11  of  the  chromium  geochemistry  and  why  these  results 

12  are  significant. 

13  As  I  mentioned,  hexavalent  chromium  is  much 

14  more  mobile  than  Chrom  3,  because  if  its  high 

15  solubility,  low  absorption,  it  doesn't  tend  to 

16  complex.    And  what  we  found  was  that  we  had  aerobic 

17  conditions  in  the  upland  sites.    In  the  shallow 

18  aquifers  you  get  a  lot  of  infiltrating  oxygenated 

19  waters,  so  you  tend  to  keep  these  oxygenated 

20  conditions,  and  in  such  conditions  hexavalent 

21  chromium  is  stable.    In  contrast,  you  have 

22  anaerobic  conditions  down  beneath  Crissy  Field, 

23  because  of  the  bay  muds  that  are  deposited  there. 

24  They  have  high  organic  carbon,  and  the  carbon  there 

25  tends  to  consume  the  oxygen,  so  you  get  anaerobic 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Are  you  saying 

2  that  chromium  is  not  a  problem  at  the  Presidio?  I 

3  mean,  from  what  you  said,  I  think  chromium  is  here 

4  because  it's  here,  not  because  anyone  put  it  here. 

5  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Right.    I'm  saying 

6  there  are  very  high  concentrations  of  chromium 

7  naturally  occurring.    We  have  conditions  in  which 

8  chromium  is  stable  and  we  see  it  maintaining  its 

9  stability  across  these  sites.    So  that  it  is 

10  possible  that  it  is  just  background  concentrations 

11  originating  from  the  bedrock. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    And  how 

13  different  is  the  chromium  here  from  Golden  Gate 

14  Park,  where  my  child  plays? 

15  MR.  STEINPRESS:    I  don't  think  I  can 

16  address  Golden  Gate  Park. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    I  mean,  my  point 

18  is,  it  is  natural  here.    Whether  it's  Chromium  6 

19  plus  or  Chromium  3  plus,  because  it  goes  around  and 

20  around. 

21  MR.  STEINPRESS:    The  environment  is 

22  full  of  metals  and  other  compounds  that  go  through 
2'       s  geochemical  cycle,  and  there's  a  whole  slew  of 
2<*    .iter  metals  that  go  through  a  very  similar  cycle. 
25  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    But  it  is 
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1  conditions,  and  this  is  where  Chrom  3  is  the  stable 

2  state.    This  is  portrayed  in  this  kind  of  diagram 

3  where  the  oxidation  reduction  cycle  controls. 

4  We  have  Chrom  3  in  the  bedrock,  but  this  can 

5  be  oxidized  under  certain  circumstances,  manganese 

6  seems  to  play  a  role,  and  Chrom  6,  in  oxidizing 

7  environments  such  as  we  have  up  in  the  Presidio 

8  uplands,  and  conversely,  this  can  be  reduced  and 

9  dissolved  ion  to  Chrom  3,  when  you  get  down  into  a 

10  reducing  environment. 

11  So  the  conclusion,  just  to  restate,  the 

12  previous  RI  and  EPA  results  were  confirmed.  The 

13  Chrom  6  is  present  both  upgradient  and  downgradient 

14  of  these  sites.    The  only  place  where  there  is 

15  increased  concentrations  are  downgradient  of 

16  Battery  Howe/Wagner.    The  geochemical  conditions  in 

17  the  uplands  are  twofold  for  hexavalent  chromium  to 

18  be  stable  and  to,  perhaps,  originate  from  the 

19  chromium  serpentinite  bedrock,  which  is  a  potential 

20  source  of  chromium.    And  at  Crissy  Field  we  have  a 

21  very  different  groundwater  chemistry  where 

22  hexavalent  chromium  tends  to  be  reduced  to 

23  trivalent  chromium,  which  is  nontoxic.    And  we  did 

24  confirm  that  these  results  are  not  sampling  or 

25  analytical  artifacts. 
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1  nothing  that  the  Army  put  here? 

2  MR.  STEINPRESS:    That's  what  this 

3  hypothesis  is. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Maybe  we  should 

5  point  out  that  there  still  is  not  universal 

6  agreement  within  the  BCT  about  this  hypothesis  on 

7  that.    EPA  is  going  to  be  commenting  on  the 

8  report. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Isn't  there  a 

10  possible  straightforward  way  to  really  ascertain 

11  your  hypothesis,  go  to  other  neighboring  areas, 

12  not  the  Presidio,  but  across  the  other  side  of  the 

13  Bay,  where  there  is  serpentinite  and  investigate 

14  the  hexavalent  chromium  conditions  there  where  you 

15  are  sure  there  was  no  industrial  or  military 

16  activity,  and  just  compare  those  levels  in  a  rather 

17  empirical  fashion  if  they  were  more  or  less  the 

18  same  as  you  have  established  here?    You  would  have 

19  a  convincing  argument  that  it's  --  at  least,  from  a 

20  novice's  point  of  view,  that  the  source  was  natural 

21  and  not  due  to  activity  that  occurred  at  the 

22  Presidio? 

23  Also,  in  your  list  of  sources  of  hexavalent 

24  chromium,  in  the  beginning,  there's  some  that  are 

25  well  known  in  EPA  documents  which  are  not  listed, 
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1  like  photography  and  copper  plating,  and  other 

2  activities  which  are  known  to  generate  various 

3  chromium  compound  activities,  which  would  seem  to 

4  be  possible  activities  that  occurred  at  the 

5  Presidio.    So  I  feel  that  there  are,  possibly, 

6  activities  that  could  generate  the  chromium.  And 

7  an  empirical  evaluation  of  this  seems  to  be  a 

8  rather  straightforward  thing  to  do.    I'm  wondering 

9  whether  you  considered  that,  or  am  I  just  totally 

10  off  base  here? 

11  MR.  STEINPRESS:    No.    I  think  that's 

12  a  reasonable  guess.    We're  not  in  a  position  to  go 

13  testing  at  other  facilities,  other  than  the 

14  Presidio.    But  other  than  that  possible 

15  restriction,  I'd  say  that's  certainly  a  viable  test 

16  of  the  hypothesis. 

17  And  then  to  answer  your  second  question. 

18  You're  right.    This  was  kind  of  a  list  of  major 

19  uses.    And  copper  plating,  I  think,  would  be 

20  covered  by  --  electroplating  was  here,  but  there 

21  are  other  more  minor  uses  that  would  be  possible 

22  sources. 

23  BOARDHEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    That's  one 

24  of  the  things  we  asked  at  the  RPM  meeting  this 

25  morning,  was  to  have  the  Army  look  into  the  uses  of 
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1  hexavalent  chromium.    It's  been  documented  that 

2  there  was  hexavalent  chromium  used  at  the  Presidio, 

3  but  we  haven't  an  understanding  from  the  Army  as  to 

4  what  that  use  was. 

5  BOARDHEMBER  HOOPER:     I  just  wanted  to 

6  know  if  chromium  is  a  constituent  in  lead- base 

7  paint? 

8  MR.  STEINPRESS:    I  don't  know.  I 

9  don't  think  so.    I  think  lead  is  the  -- 

10  BOARDHEMBER  SHULTZ:    I  think  chromium 

11  is  a  pigment,  the  white  pigment. 

12  BOARDHEMBER  HOOPER:    And  is  the 

13  hexavalent  chromium  a  variety? 

14  BOARDHEMBER  SCHULTZ:    It's  a 

15  compound;  that's  correct. 

16  BOARDHEMBER  HOOPER:    So  that's  a 

17  pretty  common  use  at  the  Presidio. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Julie. 

19  BOARDHEMBER  CHEEVER:    My  question  is 

20  sort  of  basic.    Could  you  comment  on  the  relative 

21  health  and  ecological  risk  of  Chromium  6  and 

22  Chromium  3?    I  noticed  that  your  handout  says  that 

23  Chromium  6  is  carcinogenic.   What  about  Chromium  3? 

24  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Chromium  3  is  much 

25  less  toxic,  roughly.    I  think  Chromium  6  is  1000 
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1  times  more  toxic  than  Chromium  3.    So  it's 

2  definitely  --  you  know,  you  have  lots  of  Chromium  3 

3  in  the  bedrock.    It's  common  in  the  environment, 

4  and  certainly  a  more  common  form  than  Chromium  6. 

5  So  it's  a  good  thing  if  you  reduce  it.    In  fact, 

6  the  treatment  is  generally  reduction  in  Chromium 

7  3. 

8  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    Has  Chromium  6  been 

9  detected  in  other  areas  of  the  Presidio  in 

10  significant  concentrations  that's  not  explained  by 

11  your  hypothesis? 

12  HR.  STEINPRESS:    Well,  it  has  been 

13  detected  at  some  other  sites.    These  sites  were 

14  selected  --  we  were  kind  of  following  up  on  the  EPA 

15  sampling,  which  the  Park  Service  had  selected 

16  these,  because  they  tended  to  have  the  higher 

17  concentrations,  at  least  the  higher  concentrations 

18  of  the  dissolved  chromium.    And  we  haven't  really 

19  looked  at  all  the  sites,  so  I  can't  really  answer 

20  that  question. 

21  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    So  the  sites  that 

22  you  have  commented  on  were  in  the  highest 

23  concentrations? 

24  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Yes,  in  general. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  Battery 
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1  Howe/Wagner,  isn't  that  sort  of  ambiguous? 

2  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Yes.    And,  you  know, 

3  there's  possibly  some  source  or  change  in  the 

4  groundwater  chemistry  there  that  could  be  a 

5  factor.    There  is  also  the  disturbances  associated 

6  with  the  construction  of  Battery.    So  that 

7  definitely  --  there's  something  else  going  on  there 

8  besides  just  the  same  affect. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:    You  mentioned 

10  that  Chrom  6  is  a  carcinogenic.    What  kind  of 

11  interaction  does  it  have  with  humans,  if  you  know? 

12  I  know  that  with  lead  it  typically  has  to  be 

13  adjusted.    Is  that  something  that  can  be  airborne? 

14  Is  it  something  that  has  to  put  in  your  mouth?  Do 

15  you  know? 

16  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Well,  I 'm  the  wrong 

17  person  to  ask.    I  understand  it's  mainly  an 

18  inhalation  hazard. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:    So  where  the 

20  ground  is  disturbed,  is  that  a  situation  where  it 

21  might  be  a  human  risk? 

22  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Hexavalent  chromium 

23  would  presumably  be  a  hazard,  yes. 

24  BOARDHEHBER  NATHEL:    What  levels  is 

25  it  a  hazard? 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


Page  10 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  41 

1  MR.  STEINPRESS:    You1 re  really 

2  getting  out  of  my  field.    I'm  a  hydrogeologist,  and 

3  I  really  can't  answer  that. 

'  boardhember  BERMAN :    The  levels  are 

. I  established  in  EPA  guidelines.    So  they  are 

6  readily  available,  and  there  are  TWAs  and  other 

7  values  that  are  given  there.    So  it  is  something 

8  that  could  be  put  in  the  record,  if  you  feel  like 

9  doing  it. 

10  BOARDHEMBER  WORK:    I  would  be  happy 

11  to  work  with  coming  up  with  those  numbers  with 

12  you. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  questions? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  CALL AN AN:    You  tested  the 

15  hypothesis  and  you  have  come  up  with  the 

16  conclusions.    What's  the  next  step,  and  what 

17  recommendations  do  you  make? 

18  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Well,  the  technical 

19  memorandum  is  being  reviewed  by  the  regulatory 

20  agencies.    EPA  and  DTSC  are  going  to  have  comments 

21  on  it,  and  we're  expecting  to  discuss  those 

22  comments  and  figure  out  what  it  would  take  to 

23  resolve  the  question. 

24  AUDIENCE  MEMBER:    You  mentioned  that 

25  you  thought  hexavalent  chromium  would  be  the  risk 
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1  driver.    Has  the  risk  assessment  been  completed 

2  yet? 

3  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Yes.    There  has  been 

4  a  base-wide  risk  assessment,  and  the  risk 

5  assessment  was  in  the  RI/FS,  and  that's  what  I'm 

6  quoting,  basically,  that  this  was  a  significant 

7  risk  driver  at  these  sites. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

9  questions  for  Martin?   Thank  you.    Perhaps,  I  might 

10  ask,  who  would  be  doing  the  1065? 

11  MR.  KELLY:    My  name  is  Dave  Kelly. 

12  I'm  with  IT  Corporation;  we're  a  contractor  to  the 

13  Army  Corps  at  the  Presidio.    Tonight  I'm  going  to 

14  be  presenting  a  little  bit  of  a  background  on  the 

15  Building  1065  CAP. 

16  I'm  mainly  doing  this  presentation  to  inform 

17  some  of  the  new  members  of  the  history  of  the  1065 

18  site,  and  a  little  bit  of  the  status  of  the  current 

19  efforts  that  are  going  on  out  there.    Also,  to 

20  demonstrate  to  some  of  the  RAB  members  who  have 

21  been  involved  in  the  preparation  of  the  207/231 

22  CAP,  how  those  efforts  are  going  to  be  incorporated 

23  into  this  plan. 

24  For  those  not  familiar  with  the  site,  it's 

25  actually  located  in  the  northeast  corner  of  the 
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1  Presidio;  it's  within  the  boundaries  of  the 

2  Letterman  complex. 

3  Some  element  of  the  CAP  that  I  will  be  going 

4  over  includes  the  site  history,  some  results  of  the 

5  previous  investigations  at  the  site,  some  of  the 

6  objectives  of  the  CAP,  which  include  development  of 

7  action  levels  for  the  site,  and  also, 

8  identification  and  evaluation  of  corrective  action 

9  alternatives,  and,  finally,  proposed  corrective 

10  action  for  the  site. 

11  Some  of  the  previous  investigations  at  the 

12  site:    The  Building  1065  site  was  actually,  at  one 

13  time,  part  of  the  CERCLA  process  at  the  Presidio, 

14  and  was  actually  included  in  the  RI.    The  result  of 

15  the  RI  found  that  there  was  fuel  hydrocarbons  at 

16  the  site,  and  for  that  reason  it  was  transferred  to 

17  the  base-wide  petroleum  cleanup  program,  which  is  a 

18  separate  program. 

19  Something  that's  kind  of  not  on  the  slide 

20  there,  is  that  in  1996,  there  were  three 

21  underground  storage  tanks  that,  at  one  time, 

22  contained  gasoline  tanks  that  were  removed  from  the 
2        Iding  1065  site.    There  was  some  limited 

Zt*  -«cavation  there  to  remove  some  of  the  contaminated 
25  soils  from  the  tanks.    Also,  in  1996,  there  was  a 
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1  preliminary  site  assessment  done,  which  included  a 

2  soil  gas  survey  and  research  of  the  site  history  to 

3  evaluate  some  potential  sources  of  contamination  at 

4  the  site. 

5  Based  on  the  results  of  the  preliminary 

6  assessment,  a  site  investigation  was  done  in  1997. 

7  Samples  of  soil  and  groundwater  were  collected  and 

8  analyzed  to  evaluate  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 

9  petroleum  contamination,  and  also,  to  evaluate  the 

10  geology  and  hydrogeology  at  the  site. 

11  In  addition,  some  data  was  collected  to 

12  assist  in  the  evaluation  of  the  corrective 

13  actions.    That  was  some  of  the  general  geochemical 

14  information,  and  also,  some  information  on 

15  biological  activity  at  the  site. 

16  These  are  some  of  the  main  features  at  the 

17  site.    There's  Building  1065,  right  here  in  the 

18  middle.    Just  south  of  that  is  Building  1064,  which 

19  was  identified  as  a  gasoline  service  station  and 

20  also  the  location  where  three  underground  storage 

21  tanks  were  removed.    South  of  that  is  Building 

22  1040,  which  at  one  time  was  a  steam  plant,  also  a 

23  boiler  plant  for  the  site,  and  it  included  two 

24  above  ground  storage  tanks,  1040.1,  1040.2.  They 

25  were  removed  in  1996  as  part  of  a  separate  effort 
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1  out  there.    They  contained  fuel  oil  that  supplied 

2  fuel  to  the  steam  plant  there. 

3  Another  building  that  was  actually  identified 

4  as  part  of  the  preliminary  assessment  was  Building 

5  1066.    It  was  identified  as  a  service  station,  and 

6  at  one  time  included  an  underground  storage  tank, 

7  which  is  located  somewhere  in  the  middle  of  the 

8  building. 

9  The  corrective  action  objectives  for  soil  at 

10  the  site  include  the  removal  of  any  potential 

11  sources  of  contamination.    This  would  include  any 

12  free  products  in  a  capillary  fringe  that  continue 

13  to  be  a  source  of  contamination  to  groundwater  at 

14  this  site. 

15  Another  corrective  action  is  to  reduce 

16  residual  soil  concentrations  to  levels  that  are 

17  protective  of  human  health  in  the  environment  and 

18  water  quality.    And  as  part  of  that,  to  provide 

19  evidence  that  the  objectives  are  met  through 

20  monitoring  and  confirmation  sampling. 

21  Based  on  the  objectives  that  we've  identified 

22  for  this  site,  and  the  data  that  we  have  for  the 

23  site,  we've  identified  some  corrective  action 

24  treatment  areas.    These  are  essentially  the  areas 

25  that  are  both  --  in  this  case,  it  is  the  soil 
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1  cleanup  requirements;  there  are  a  couple  of 

2  isolated  areas.    In  this  area  here,  where  there's 

3  some  benzene  and  gasoline  concentrations  that  are 

4  above  NCRs,  are  probably  associated  with  the  USTs 

5  that  were  removed  in  that  area.    Up  here  there  is 

6  some  fuel  and  diesel,  some  benzene  concentrations 

7  that  are  probably  associated  with  the  tanks  that 

8  were,  at  one  time,  located  in  that  building.  Then 

9  we  got  one  sample  here,  where  there  was  actually 

10  some  benzo(a)pyrene  that  was  above  the  soil  cleanup 

11  requirements. 

12  Similar  to  the  soil  we  have  some  corrective 

13  action  objectives  for  groundwater.    These  include, 

14  again,  reducing  the  residual  groundwater 

15  concentrations  that  are  at  levels  that  are 

16  protective  of  long-term  water  quality  at  the  site. 

17  Another  goal  is  to  prevent  migration  of 

18  contaminates  to  surface  waters,  which  would  include 

19  the  riparian  corridor,  the  Crissy  Field  wetlands 

20  and  San  Francisco  Bay.    Again,  it's  to  provide 

21  evidence  that  you  can  meet  the  objectives  through 

22  monitoring  and  confirmation  sampling. 

23  Again,  using  the  objectives  and  the  data  that 

24  we  have  at  the  site,  we  have  come  up  with  some 

25  corrective  action  treatment  areas.   Again,  there's 
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1  the  gasoline  and  diesel  associated  with  the  tanks 

2  at  Building  1064,  and  then  some  fuel  oil  and  diesel 

3  here,  which  is  most  likely  associated  with  the 

4  steam  plant. 

5  This  is  the  over- excavation  to  remove 

6  contaminated  soil  from  the  two  tanks,  the  two  ASTs 

7  that  were  removed  from  that  area.    You  can  see  the 

8  limited  over- excavation  that  was  done  at  1064  to 

9  remove  the  soil  from  the  three  USTs  that  were 

10  removed  from  there. 

11  Next,  I'm  going  to  go  over  some  corrective 

12  action  alternatives  that  were  developed  for  the 

13  site.    Some  of  you  may  recognize  them.    They  are 

14  pretty  much  the  same  as  the  corrective  action 

15  alternatives  that  were  developed  for  the  207/231 

16  site  for  the  decision  modeling  that  some  of  the 

17  people  here  are  involved  in  doing.    The  only  thing 

18  that  might  be  different  is  the  site  conditions  at 

19  1065  are  slightly  different  than  207/231,  and  also 

20  the  cleanup  levels  may  be  slightly  different. 

21  Although  they  are  the  same  alternatives,  they  may 

22  be  implemented  slightly  differently. 

23  Those  alternatives  include,  no  action,  which 

24  is  included  as  just  a  comparison  for  not  doing 

25  anything  at  the  site. 
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1  The  second  alternative,  some  soil  excavation 

2  with  groundwater  extraction  and  treatment  through  a 

3  bioreactor. 

4  The  third  alternative  includes  soil 

5  excavation  with  additional  excavation  below  the 

6  groundwater  table,  and  that's  to  remove  any 

7  absorbed  contaminates  to  the  soil  that  could  be  a 

8  continuing  source  of  groundwater  contamination  at 

9  the  site,  and  that  would  be  followed  up  with 

10  long-term  monitoring. 

11  Fourth  alternative  is  soil  excavation  with 

12  natural  attenuation  of  groundwater. 

13  Fifth  alternative  is  soil  bioventing  with 

14  groundwater  biosparging.    Biosparging  is  a  process 

15  of  injecting  air  into  the  groundwater  for  two 

16  reasons.   One,  is  to  volatilize  the  contaminates  to 

17  get  them  out  of  the  groundwater,  and  the  second  is 

18  to  supply  oxygen  to  the  bacteria  in  the  saturated 

19  soil  to  degrade  the  contaminates.   Associated  with 

20  that,  you  can  have  bioventing,  which,  in  this  case, 

21  would  be  a  process  of  extracting  the  vapors  to, 

22  one,  recover  the  vapors  that  were  volatilized,  and 

23  two,  to  also  supply  oxygen  to  soil  in  the  vadose 

24  zone  to  enhance  degradation  of  contaminates  in  the 

25  vadose  zone. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


Page  12 


f*l  ADV    DCDnDTTUr    /C1rt\    /  Oil    ft7rtft  /ft 

TinyTran 

CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  50 

1            Some  additional  corrective  action 

1 

differently,  but  we  treated  them  very  similar. 

2  alternatives.    Number  six  is  vadose  and  soil 

-3 

2 
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1  fl     £i  V  "t"  n  a  /»4-  i  a  a             Tf  In     ^  1  oa     I/hhi  in     a  A     ni  a  a  1  ■  ■  An  i  n«  amaI 

iu  extract i on.    its  a iso  Known  as  di osiurpi  ng,  ana 

iu 

another  media  or  just  containing  it  where  it  is. 

11    if  1  e     met'    uhof    i  4*    emirv4c    1  \  L^a         Tf  In    an+i  is  1  1  >/ 

ii  it  b  jubt  wnat  it  sounds  iiice.     it  s  actually 

1 1 

n 

Some  additional  evaluation  criteria  that  we 

1 5   ni  1 1  I  i  nn    a   wa/*i  u  sn  nn    f  ha   uo  II     fn    aaaawa a    f  K  a  \iaWAna 

it.  puiiing  a  vacuum  on  tne  weii  to  recover  tne  vaoose 

1  0 

looked  at  included  cleanup  time,  which  includes 

1  S    fnna    uarvire        aivl    al  OA    fa    f*  aa  a\/a  r*    naaiin/liiaf  an  fLnfln 

io  zone  vapors,  ana  aiso  to  recover  grounawater  tnat  s 

1^ 
15 

time  to  construct,  time  to  complete,  and  time  to 

J  A     aai  iflUf     |  in    m{  f  k     4-ria    X/annn     aa     m  *•     aaiaaa     I  in     in     4- a  a 

ih  caugni  up  witn  tne  vapor  as  it  comes  up  in  tne 

1  / 
IH 

reuse.    Also,  we  looked  at  implementabi lity  of  the 

1  A     i  m  |  1          ann     f  n  A  f     f  n  A    A  aai  inn^i  1  a  f  a  a     ■  iai  i  I  W    L«a     4*  a  a  a  m*  a*J    Lm  * 

i3  wen,  ana  tnat  tne  grounawater  wouia  oe  treated  by 

4  C 

15 

alternative  through  compliance  and  permitting 

In        A        A 1 AAAAA^AA 

to  a  d i oreac tor • 

16 

issues,  administrative  feasibility,  technical 

17                  A  1  tflrnat  i  wa   ai  nh 4*    io    oai  1    U!  avvant  i  aa 

if            Miternative  eignt  is  soil  Dioveniing 

17 
1  f 

feasibility,  and  then  the  anticipation  of 

IO     ui  f  k     nafnaal      a  f  f  nni  ia      C  An     ^  n     4-  L  /%     a  a  ai  im^Ji  »a  ^  a  ■» 

10  witn  natural  attenuation  in  tne  groundwater. 

to 

18 

stakeholder's  acceptance  and  Army  partnership,  the 

19          Then  nine  is  vadose  and  saturated  zone 

4  ft 

flexibility  of  the  alternatives  to  meet  interim  and 

70     av  a  ay/a  4"  i  An        an/J     +■  1.  a  a    W  C  a  aaiaaa!  i  a  f  5  An     f  Unf  1  a     a  nU  am  a  a*J 

tu  excavation,  ana  men  oioremeaiation  that's  enhanced 

oft 

long-term  reuse  for  the  site,  and  then,  lastly. 

71    nw    f  ho    AAmnAi  in/ia 

c\  oy  tne  compounas. 

21 

cost. 

22           Again,  the  evaluation  criteria  are  very 

AA 

zz 

Essentially,  what  we  did  with  all  of  these 

23  similar  to  what  was  developed  for  the  decision 

23 

evaluation  criteria  is  each  alternative  was 

tn-  iiKAJciiny  tui  cur/u  i  •    we  may  nave  namea  tnem  a 

evaluated  against  each  criteria.    Then  the 

25  little  differently,  and  grouped  them  a  little 

25 

evaluations  were  compared  among  the  alternatives. 
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1    ann    f  nan    a    nrnnnca/l    al  farnaf  iwa    uao    aaaaam  k^pn^ 

■  ai u  titer i  a  pi  oposeu  a i  terna 1 1  ve  was  cnosen,  Dasea 

4 

organizations,  that  will  be  involved  in  choosing 

V     An     al 1                  if a     a Amna a i a A no 

£  on  ail  ot  its  comparisons. 

C 

the  CAP  that  you  finally  recommend? 

S                       Ann    f  ha    nrnnACa/l    anpaaaf  iwa    aatian    {aa    f  ka 

j            mi  iu  me  pi  upo»eu  corrective  action  Tor  tne 

1 
J 

MR.  STEINPRESS:    The  corrective 

A   citp   i  nr  1  i  uHf»c   avrauaf  inn  anH        f  .oifa  /^icnAeal 

t  a i  be  i irtriuues  cAtavd 1 1 on  anu  on  oi  te  ui sposa l  ot 

H 

action  process  is  very  similar  to  the  Feasibility 

K   vnrloQP   ?nr\e*   eni  1    uifh    rnntaminant1    rnnranf raf inne 

-*  »auu&c  tunc  am  l  hi  tn  cvntam i nani  concentrations 

c 
5 

Study  RAP  process.    You're  looking  at  an  evaluation 

ft  aIyivp  thA  cni  1    f  \  ASiry  ir»  pa/ii  m  pamante 
u   auuvc    IIIC   SUl  l    trLCallUfJ   I  CMjU  1  reiUCMto, 

o 

of  technologies,  and  then  you're  coming  up  with 

i  diui  ciiicuidLiuf]  oi   tne  i  ca i uud i  grounuwaier 

f 

some  proposed  technology.    This  process  is  not  the 

ft  rrintAini  nat  i  nn  ncinn  nvunan  paloaea  ^m»vu  irv-lo  anrl 
u  k«ui i tain iimi iuii  uo 1 1 iy  OA/yen  re t ease  confTounas ,  ana 

o 
o 

CERCLA  process  that  we  dealt  with,  with  the  Crissy 

9  thpn  tv*r  i  nrii  r-  mnni  fnrina  tn  ov/a  1 1  late  f  ho 
7   Liicii  ^ati  iuui^  iiioiiiboi  iiiy  to  evaluate  tne 

o 
y 

Field  area.    It's  in  the  petroleum  program,  which 

Ifl   hi APPmpHlsti An   nrnnpacc      arv4   than   final  Iu  fa 

iu  uiui  ciik?u i a 1 1 on  pi  oyi  ess,  anu  tnen  t i na 1 1 y,  to 

in 

is  under  the  guidance  of  the  Regional  Water  Quality 

11    PVfll  llflto  rl aanun  at   tha  anH 

i  i  cvdiudLc  i>icanup  ai  tne  enu. 

1  4 

11 

Control  Board.    So  the  people  that  are  involved  in 

17                       Tha    r\ra  I  i  mi  na  aw    a  aka/Ji  1 1  a    f  ah    f  h  i  a    n  1  An     i  a 

■              i  ne  preliminary  scneouie  Tor  tnis  pi  an  is. 

4  "5 

12 

reviewing  the  process  are  similar;  the  RAB,  the 

1       PCCPPlt  i  al  |  \/      that    i  tic    in    i  ntar^na  1     r*Awi  au    a  i  nkf 

i j  essent ■ ai iy,  tnat  it  s  in  i n terna i  revi ew  n gnt 

15 

BCT.    The  final  approval,  I  believe,  is  going  to  be 

1  Ia.     n/UJ            Ua  1  1  1      CI  nil  t      it     fa     f  ka     A  r*m\  /     HAAnA     f  aa     AAwi  ai  ■ 

now.    we  ii  suumi t  it  to  tne  Army  uorps  Tor  review 

1  / 

14 

the  water  Board. 

1 R     in    Haw           T  f    LJ  i  I  I     diac  t     I  i  Ua  I  V/    a  a4-    ai  inmi  f  f  aa!    f  a    f  aa 

is  in  nay.    it  win  most  nxeiy  get  suomi tteo  to  tne 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    What  was 

1  At  nihil  io   in  Aiiniict      anH  nPAhaKI  u  ka   final  i7aal 

i u  puu i  it  in  nuy us l ,  ai kj  pi  uudu i y  ue  t  1  na 1 1 zea 

1  A 

16 

the  building  used  for? 

1 7  cranauhapa  anm  inH  tha  anH  nf  Canfamkaa 

ii  somewuere  arouna  tne  ena  ot  oeptemoer. 

17 

MR.  STEINPRESS:    It  had  several 

IO                                     f^nA  A      f  AA      AAAAAAf  llfA       AAf  1  An      nl    An       *A       AAVAnl    A  4>  A 

10            unce  tne  corrective  action  pi an  is  complete, 

18 

uses.    It  was  identified  as  a  gas  station.  Then 

1 0    th&n    UP    Um  1 1  H    a/* 1 1  ia  1  1  \J    npanara    —  _     Jananalt  nn    nn  fka 

iy  tnen  we  wouiu  actually  prepare    •  aepenoing  on  tne 

iy 

through  the  preliminary  assessment  we  identified  it 

70  rhrtcan  al tapnativa   —  -   a  Hacinn  f ap  that 

c\j  biiuscii  d  i  lci  iid  1 1  ve        a  uesiyn  Tor  tnat 

Oft 

20 

as  the  Building  1064,  which  was  the  gas  station. 

?1    A 1  tprnat1 1  VP        Than    f  i  na  1  1  w      a   unrlrnl  an   tn    imnl  amant 

ci  aiici  nan  vc.     i  nei i  i  i  na 1 1 y ,  a  WOf  Kpian  to  i mp lenient 

91 
21 

At  one  time  it  housed  some  incinerators  for  the 

2?    it    PC   napt    rj-f    tha   nvappl  1    nrrvoc c         Thatlc    al  I  T 

1 1  as  pai  l  ui    ii ic  uvci  ail  pi  ocess .     inatsail  l 

oo 
22 

hospital,  and  it  also  held  some  paint  shops  on  one 

7              a         T  f    PnutwK/  hac    anu  m  iact  i  nno 

t         e.     it  anytXAjy  nas  any  Quest  1  ons . 

25 

side  of  it.    And  that's  why  it  was  in  the  RI,  was 

24                                    RriABnMPMRFL?   RPPUAU  •      PmilH  wai  i  niua 

lh                       DUpiKuncnDCp.  DCKrwNa    uouiu  you  give 

o/ 
2h 

because  of  the  incinerators  and  the  paint  shop. 

25  us  an  indication  of  who  the  people  are,  the 

25 

But  all  they  identified  in  the  investigation  were 
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1  petroleum  compounds. 

2  I  also  didn't  mention  that  all  of  the 

3  previous  investigations  are  included  in  some 

4  report.    There's  a  remedial  investigation,  a 

5  preliminary  assessment  report,  and  there's  also  a 

6  site  investigation  report,  which  are  available  at 

7  the  BEC  office. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:   When  were  the 

9  over-excavations  conducted? 

10  MR.  STEINPRESS:    That  was  in  1996, 

11  when  the  tanks  were  removed,  and  they  were  actually 

12  conducted  after  the  soil  gas  survey. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Well,  I'm 

14  somewhat  confused.    Did  the  possible  contaminates 

15  from  the  incinerators  and  paint  shop,  will  those  be 

16  looked  for  and  assessed  as  part  of  this  fuel 

17  cleanup? 

18  MR.  STEINPRESS:    They  were  assessed 

19  as  part  of  the  remedial  investigation  and  nothing 

20  was  found.    The  only  thing  that  was  found  at  the 

21  site  was  petroleum  compounds,  so  the  site  was 

22  transferred  into  the  petroleum  program. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Maybe  you 

24  could  briefly  run  through  what  ORC  is,  and  exactly 

25  how  you  are  going  to  implement  that. 
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1  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Ue  actually  did  a 

2  little  bit  of  a  pilot  study  out  there  which  will  be 

3  included  in  an  appendix  to  the  corrective  action 

4  plan.   What  ORC  is,  is  a  magnesium  oxide  that's 

5  very  similar  to  grout  or  cement,  cement  is  a 

6  calcium  oxide. 

7  What  this  is,  there's  a  company  that  sells 

8  it;  it's  similar  to  grout.    There's  two  ways  to  get 

9  it  into  the  subsurface.    You  can  either  pressure 

10  inject  it  through  boring,  which  is  essentially 

11  through  boring  and  through  the  ground,  and  as 

12  you're  extracting  the  pipe  you  pressure  inject  it, 

13  it  is  just  like  a  grout.    It  gets  into  the 

14  subsurface  and  reacts  with  the  groundwater,  similar 

15  to  cement,  or  magnesium  hydroxide,  which  in  the 

16  process  releases  oxygen.    So  that  oxygen  results  in 

17  elevated  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  in  the 

18  groundwater,  and  then  the  bacteria  in  the 

19  groundwater  uses  that  oxygen  as  a  source  and  grades 

20  the  contamination  that's  there. 

21  The  other  way  to  get  it  into  the  ground  is 

22  through  monitoring  wells.    They  have  little  socks 

23  that  you  can  run  down  the  monitoring  well  that's 

24  already  in  place  and  there  it  reacts.    What  this 

25  leaves  after  it  reacts  is  similar  to  a  grout;  it's 
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1  solid  matrix.    There's  a  proprietary  mix  that's 

2  added  to  it  that  actually  dissolves  over  time  so 

3  that  you  don't  get  a  shelter  on  the  outside  of 

4  reactive  material.    There's  unreactive  material  on 

5  the  inside  that  actually  dissolves,  so  it  reacts 

6  throughout.   And  it's  very  inert.   Again,  it  can  be 

7  used  as  a  grout  for  wells  or  for  borings.  Most 

8  Water  Boards  have  accepted  it  as  similar  to  a 

9  grout. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Which  one  are 

11  you  proposing  here? 

12  MR.  STEINPRESS:    At  this  site  we're 

13  looking  at  the  pressure  injection  to  the  boring. 

14  That's  what  we  did  as  a  pilot  study. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    How  about  your 

16  spacing  of  ground  injection  points? 

17  MR.  STEINPRESS:    That's  another  one 

18  of  the  things  that  we're  looking  at.    We  did  put 

19  some  levels  downgradient  to  find  out  how  far  the 

20  stuff  traveled.    There's  a  lot  of  information  from 

21  the  vendor  on  that  from  different  studies  that  were 

22  done.    We  did  look  at  it,  because  we  collected  the 

23  data  as  part  of  the  site  investigation. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    What's  the 
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1  life  cycle  of  the  process?    How  long  does  it  take 

2  for  it  to  totally  dissolve  or  get  used? 

3  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Well,  it  kind  of 

4  depends  on  the  level  that  gets  used  up.  It's 

5  somewhat  of  a  diffusion  process,  which  is, 

6  essentially,  like,  if  you  took  a  drop  of  perfume 

7  and  put  it  here,  it  would  take  a  while  to  get  it  to 

8  you.    But  it  travels,  because  there's  a  high 

9  concentration  here  and  a  low  concentration  here. 

10  So  if  there's  a  lot  of  bacteria  around  the  ORC,  it 

11  will  use  up  the  oxygen  very  quickly  and  the 

12  gradient  will  always  be  there,  so  it  will  always  be 

13  releasing  oxygen.    If  there's  a  high  level  of 

14  oxygen  around  it,  it  will  release  it  fairly 

15  slowly. 

16  What  we  found  in  our  study  which  we  looked 

17  at,  in  some  of  the  highest  concentrations  out 

18  there,  is  that  the  ORC  plug  lasted  for  a  period  of 

19  about  three  to  four  months.    That's  just  the  time 

20  that  certain  plug  lasted  as  far  as  releasing 

21  oxygen.    It  doesn't  necessarily  mean  it  cleaned  up 

22  the  soil  in  that  period  of  time.    So  there's  still 

23  some  long-term  evaluation,  and  maybe  some  going 

24  back  to  putting  some  more  ORC  in,  and  that's 

25  included  in  the  conceptual  design  of  the  CAP. 
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1  BOARDHEHBER  GIRARDOT:    What's  the 

2  cost  of  one  of  those? 

3  MR.  STEINPRESS:    Good  question.  It 

1      included  in  the  cost  estimate  for  the  corrective 
..ion.    They're  relatively  inexpensive,  and  it 

6  depends  on  how  much  material  you're  injecting.  The 

7  material  itself,  I  think  it's  less  than  a  dollar  a 

8  pound,  and  the  amount  that  you  use  for  one  plug  is 

9  something  around  $40.    And  then  there's  the  process 

10  of  boring  samples,  and  stuff  like  that.  It's 

11  relatively  inexpensive. 

12  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  It 

13  looks  like  we're  at  a  convenient  moment  for  a 

14  break. 

15  (Break) 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  have  just 

17  received  word  that  Rosemary  Cambra  won't  be 

18  attending  tonight's  meeting,  she's  taken  ill,  so  we 

19  wish  her  the  best,  and  we'll  postpone  that  item. 

20  Item  No. 6.    DEH  Status  Report. 

21  BOARDHEMBER  HANDEL:    DEH.  We 

22  postponed  for  some  time  now,  because  of  funding 

23  constraints,  the  continued  excavation  activities  at 

24  DEH.    Also  we  had  to  go  through  a  30-day  period  of 

25  posting  trees  for  removal,  that  was  worked  out  with 
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1  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    We  posted  eight  trees, 

2  total,  for  removal.    That  30-day  period  was  ended 

3  on  May  2nd.    We  can  go  ahead  now  and  remove  those 

4  trees.    We  are  waiting  for  some  reprog ramming 

5  actions  for  funding  to  start  that  process  back  up. 

6  I  don't  anticipate  a  great  delay  in  that.    I  think 

7  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  very  interested  in 

8  seeing  Crissy  Field  succeed.    I  do  anticipate 

9  receipt  of  the  funds  very  quickly. 

10  There  are  several  hundred  tons  of  material 

11  that  still  need  to  be  removed.    It  looks  like  about 

12  400  or  500  tons  in  the  five  different  building 

13  areas.    We're  hoping  that  we  can  complete  the 

14  excavation  by  the  end  of  May,  outside  restoration 

15  as  required  in  June,  and  have  the  closure  report 

16  available  in  August.    If  for  any  reason  that 

17  schedule  is  delayed,  we  can  produce  an  interim  data 

18  report  for  the  National  Park  Service  so  they  can 

19  continue  with  their  redevelopment  activities 

20  planned  for  starting  in  August. 

21  The  Nike  facility,  we're  in  a  workplan  phase 

22  for  that.    We've  been  slightly  delayed  in  the 

23  development  of  that  workplan.    Our  industrial 

24  hygienist  at  the  Sacramento  District  and  our 

25  contractor's  hygienist  felt  it  was  important  to 
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1  incorporate  the  appropriate  sections  for  addressing 

2  potential  for  lead- base  paint  and  asbestos  during 

3  the  liquid  removal  and  washing  of  the  interior  of 

4  the  magazines.    Right  now  we're  looking  at 

5  receiving  at  the  district,  in  May,  the  workplan, 

6  and  having  that  out,  available  for  public  and 

7  agency  review  in  June,  and  we  had  hope  to  initiate 

8  remedial  activities  in  July. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Was  there  any 

10  further  monitoring  of  the  water  in  the  magazines? 

11  BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    I  have  a  note 

12  here  that  it's  approximately  eight  to  13  feet  below 

13  the  ground  surface.    We've  been  monitoring  water  in 

14  the  silos,  as  well.    We  haven't  seen  any  drastic 

15  changes.    Those  are  actually  being  summarized  in  a 

16  quarterly  monitoring. 

17  BOARDHEHBER  HOOPER:    So  you  now  will 

18  be  removing  the  lead-base  paint  and  the  asbestos 

19  when  you  wash  out  the  silos? 

20  BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    Any  peeling, 

21  lead-base  paint,  if  it  does  exist,  and  the 

22  potential  for  it  is  there.    Any  peeling  paint  would 
2°       removed,  as  well  as  any  asbestos  in  friable 

24  -..ndition.    Anything  that's  going  to  pose  a  hazard 

25  we're  obligated  to  remove.    So,  yes. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700  60 

1  BOARDHEHBER  HOOPER:     Is  there  any 

2  expectation  that  you'll  fill  the  magazines? 

3  BOARDHEMBER  HANDEL:    No,  there's  not 

4  an  expectation. 

5  BOARDHEHBER  HOOPER:    Or  place  new 

6  covers  on  them? 

7  BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    We'll  discuss 

8  something  regarding  the  matter  of  covering  them 

9  with  the  Park  Service.    Our  real  goal  here  for  this 

10  workplan  is  to  remove  the  hydraulic  fluid  that's  on 

11  the  water  surface,  as  well  as  the  water,  and  then 

12  the  hydraulic  lines. 

13  The  207/231  Corrective  Action  Status,  I'll 

14  have  Angela  Berrian  from  the  Army  Corps  of 

15  Engineers  give  us  a  summary  on  that. 

16  MS.  BERRIAN:    As  most  of  you  know, 

17  for  the  207/231  CAP,  we've  been  getting  together 

18  with  the  decision  and  design  of  alternatives  for 

19  the  CAP.   We  had  the  opportunity  to  meet  four  times 

20  since  April.    On  April  8th  we  met  to  show  the 

21  results  of  the  decision  analysis  model.    At  that 

22  time,  there  was  a  request  for  some  more  information 

23  on  some  cost  assumptions  for  some  alternatives,  so 

24  we  were  able  to  get  that  information  to  the 

25  stakeholders.    On  April  28th  we  looked  closely  at 
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1  the  criteria  for  some  conceptual  details  of  the 

2  alternatives,  and  at  that  point  we  explored 

3  trade-offs. 

4  At  this  time,  some  of  the  stakeholders  wanted 

5  to  get  some  more  hands-on  experience  with  the 

6  actual  decision  analysis  model,  so  we  decided  that 

7  at  the  next  meeting  we  would  allow  them  time  to 

8  work  with  the  computers  and  the  model.    So  on  May 

9  1st,  we'll  have  four  computers,  and  we're  going  to 

10  load  the  model  into  the  computers  and  kind  of 

11  explore  the  different  scenarios. 

12  We  also  found  out  that  a  30-day  trial  period 

13  for  the  model  is  available  on  the  Internet.  And 

14  what  we  found  out  from  playing  around  with  the 

15  computer  is  that  the  top  alternative  came  out 

16  consistently  in  most  cases,  although,  we  are  still 

17  fooling  around  with  criteria.    That  number  one 

18  alternative  was  the  vadose  zone  attenuation  with 

19  groundwater  oxygen  releasing  compounds,  which  Dave 

20  Kelly  spoke  about. 

21  On  May  5th  only  two  stakeholders  were  able  to 

22  get  together,  and  the  discussion  consisted  of  where 

23  the  CAP  was  going,  and  some  issues  with  the 

24  groundwater  modeling. 

25  We  decided  that  we  would  meet  on  May  15th  to 
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1  discuss  more  of  the  findings  with  the  stakeholders, 

2  and  also  to  discuss  any  changes  dealing  with  the 

3  model  and  the  criteria.    And  we  also  are  going  to 

4  meet  in  June  to  discuss  the  results  of  the  fresh 

5  water  bioassay.    We  hope  to  have  a  draft  CAP  out  by 

6  the  end  of  June. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    What's  the 

8  address  of  the  Internet? 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  address  is, 

10  www.infoharvest.com. 

11  MS.  BERRIAN:    And  Doug  and  Mark  both 

12  have  copies  of  the  model  for  the  system,  so  you  can 

13  actually  take  the  disk  and  fool  around  with  the 

14  model  yourself. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    It  might  be 

16  easier  if  you  come  over  and  see  it  already 

17  installed,  if  you  want  to  call  me. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  as  Angela 

19  said,  we're  still  working  with  criteria,  and  we're 

20  meeting  this  Friday. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Building  680. 

22  We  came  through  with  some  funds  to  the  contractor, 

23  and  I  believe  they  started  on  Monday,  excavating 

24  the  remaining  20  cubic  yards  of  PCB  contaminated 

25  soil  from  downgradient  of  the  Building  680.  I 
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1  would  imagine  we  would  complete  that  fairly  easily 

2  this  week,  unless  we  continue  to  get  some  heavy 

3  rains,  but  it  is  a  fairly  small  volume.    And  then 

4  we'll  wait  for  the  data  to  return  before  we  would 

5  backfill  and  restore  the  site.    We  should  have  a 

6  closure  report  soon,  if  things  go  well,  and  be 

7  completed  in  July. 

8  Golf  course  soil  excavation.    I  think  it  was 

9  noted  in  some  area,  or  some  sheets,  as  Building 

10  300.    There  were  two  or  three  buildings  at  that 

11  location.    I  think  they  were  301  and  310.    In  any 

12  event,  it's  an  area  that's  being  developed  by  the 

13  Arnold  Palmer  Association;  I'm  not  sure  if  that's 

14  the  correct  title  of  their  organization.    They  are 

15  doing  redevelopment  in  the  area.    During  their 

16  redevelopment  activities  the  Park  Service  came  to 

17  us  and  said  they  had  found  some  petroleum 

18  contaminated  soil,  so  we  responded. 

19  Today  we  excavated  about  600  cubic  yards  of 

20  petroleum  contaminated  soil.    We  did  a  preliminary 

21  estimate  and  it  appears  that  there's  about  another 

22  1000  cubic  yards  of  petroleum  contaminated  soil  at 

23  the  site.    It's  underneath  a  small  building,  as 

24  well  as  a  parking  area,  and  the  Park  Service  has 

25  plans  to  remove  that  building  and  parking  area,  and 
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1  at  that  time  we'll  go  in  and  remove  the  balance  of 

2  the  contaminated  soil. 

3  Eventually,  we'll  need  to  plan  for  and 

4  prepare  a  site  investigation  report,  complete  the 

5  site  investigation.    I  would  suspect  that  it  will 

6  need  a  corrective  action  plan  as  well.    It's  a 

7  fairly  significant  area  of  contamination.    It  is 

8  difficult  to  predict  the  time  frame  for  all  of 

9  those  activities  at  this  point. 

10  We're  also  looking  at  discussing  some 

11  alternatives.    Part  of  the  Park  Service's  plan 

12  included  some  infiltration  or  water  containment 

13  ponds  for  the  surface  water  runoff.    There's  some 

14  question  as  to  the  appropriateness  of  that,  at  this 

15  time.    I  think  we  need  to  talk  to  the  Park  Service 

16  a  little  more  at  length  about  some  of  those  issues, 

17  and  we'll  certainly  keep  you  all  posted  as  to  what 

18  we  come  to  agreement  on. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:   We  had  a  brief 

20  discussion  at  the  RPM  meeting  today  about  the  above 

21  ground  storage  tanks.    It  looks  like  this  idea 

22  about  the  above  ground  storage  tanks  that  leaked 

23  you've  been  awful  quiet  tonight,  John.    You  weren't 

24  around  when  the  above  ground  storage  tanks  were 

25  removed,  were  you? 
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1                             BOARDHEHBER  BUCK:     NO.     I  think  that 

4 

1 

|jn          AAA  LI  1  All  _           tL.                                    r  J  »  1  J 

HR.  SCANLON:    The  Crissy  Field 

2  was  part  of  the  petroleum  program. 

2 

Remedial  Action.   We  started  working  at  Crissy 

3                       BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    They  were 

3 

Field  on  April  21,  and  started  at  the  East  of  Hason 

/    '  loved,  I  believe,  in  1993.    I'm  not  certain 

4 

site.    That's  gone  fairly  well. 

,-ther  they  were  two  above  ground  and  one  below 

5 

We've  also  worked  at  979,  at  the  west  bluff 

6  ground  tank,  or  one  above  ground  and  two  below 

6 

area,  exploring  for  the  former  location  of  some 

7  ground  tanks.    I  think  it's  pretty  clear  that  one 

7 

drums.    We've  done  that.    Right  now  we're  moving  to 

8  or  all  of  those  tanks  in  that  immediate  area  leaked 

8 

the  950  area,  and  next  week  we'll  start 

9  because  of  this  type  of  contamination. 

9 

excavation.    We  did  our  original  excavation.  We 

i u                     facilitator  KERN:    Was  it  gasoline 

10 

took  some  samples,  got  those  sample  results  back. 

11  that  was  found,  or  what  can  kind  of  product? 

4  4 

n 

and  we  stepped  out  because  of  additional 

Id                          BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:     I  believe  SO.  I 

4 1 

contamination,  and  we've  done  that  twice  so  far. 

13  believe  it  was  gasoline,  but  I'm  not  certain. 

13 

We're  taking  24  tons  at  a  time.    Right  now  we're  at 

14  Anybody  from  IT  know  for  certain  whether  it  was 

14 

about  110  from  East  of  Hason. 

15  gasoline  or  diesel? 

15 

BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    How  big  of  a 

10                          AUDIENCE  HEHBER:     I  think  It  was 

16 

hole  is  that? 

17  gasoline. 

4  "7 
1  1 

Un          AAA  fell  All  ~           «  J_  AA„AA_,A 

HR.  SCANLON:    It  is  28x28x2  feet 

lo                                 rALlLllAlUK  KbKN:      IT   It  W3S 

4  D 

IB 

deep.    We'll  be  closing  the  promenade,  hopefully 

19  gasoline,  did  you  find  residual  BTEX  compounds? 

19 

Monday,  but  it  may  stretch  into  Tuesday.  We 

Oft                                            baa  niMirunrn    1 1  >  unri  _        t  ■  _   —       £  .  ...  m  t  •  

20                       BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    I'm  not  familiar 

20 

coordinated  this  with  the  Park  Service. 

ci  wiin  tnat  data  to  really  state 

04 
21 

aa  & r\Mirijnrn   ni  alii/.       u_..  1  1   

BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    You  can  help 

OO                                                        C*n  1    TTATftD     YCDU  •          T  «-»     4-kAr*A     a ariai  iKaaa 

tt                      facilitator  k.ckn:    is  there  somewhere 

00 
ci 

spread  the  word.    We're  trying  to  get  people's 

23  we  could  find  out? 

23 

support  and  their  acceptance  in  having  patience 

cf*                            BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:     Yes.     I  COUld 

24 

with  this  effort.    It  will  be  closed  for  about  six 

25  look  into  that  and  send  you  an  e-mail  about  it. 

25 

weeks. 
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1                             BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:     Is  the  risk  to 

1 

BOARDHEHBER  HANDEL:    The  Ha in 

2  people,  equipment,  or  is  it  more  that  it's  an 

2 

Installation  FS/RAP,C0E.   Dave  spoke  to  that  this 

3  exposure  risk?    Are  there  signs  that  would  tell 

3 

morning.    I  can  essentially  summarize  what  he 

4  them  if  there's  a  significant  risk? 

4 

stated  earlier  today.    We  are  in  the  process  of 

j                       DUARDMcMBtR  BLANK:    We'll  asked  the 

5 

advising  or  bringing  back  onto  the  table  the  final 

6  park  police  and  the  rangers  to  really  up  their 

6 

Feasibility  Study.    I  think  it  was  submitted  last 

7  level  of  effort  in  that  area,  to  make  sure  that 

7 

summer  --  I'm  not  certain  about  that  --  as  a  final 

Q     aaaa  1  fs     aha     1*  aaa  a  i  a  a     ^L  a     a  «  a  aa             T  X         L  ^.  Xi  1  ,-.     M  w  ^ 

o  people  are  nonoring  tne  signs,    it  tnat's  not 

0 
8 

FS.    We  have  received  a  great  number  of  comments. 

y  occurring,  tnen  we  nave  to  come  up  witn  a  strategy 

0 

y 

and  for  a  time  focused  on  Crissy  Field  as  a  focus 

1  n       *Ah       O  AmA  ^  A  1  a  a      A  1  A  A 

lu  Tor  sometmng  eise. 

4  n 
10 

for  the  program  here.    We  are  bringing  the 

11                                        CACTI  T  TAT  AD    VCDkJ  ■      Afkar   m  inr>f  1  aaa  am 

11                     r aliliia.uk  kckn:    utner  questions  or 

4  4 

11 

Feasibility  Study  back  on  track  into  an  active 

12  comments  on  this  item? 

12 

status.    We're  developing  an  internal  strategy  that 

1^                     BUAKDMbMBtK  CHccVcR:    I  nave  always 

13 

we  feel  will  be  appropriate  for  next  week  with  the 

14  heard  about  the  deadline.    Are  things  all  right  for 

4  / 
14 

Trust  and  the  Park  Service,  to  see  if  they  are  on 

15  the  Park  Service  schedule  of  the  restoration? 

15 

board  with  our  strategy,  and  then  when  we  reach  a 

1a                                 a  1  ihtcu rrr  uruorn .      Vaa       i  i_   _  _ _ 

1 0                       auu 1 tNLb  MknBcK :    Y es .    we  are 

16 

consensus  --  we  may  reach  one  next  week  --  we'll 

17  getting  close  to  it.    In  about  two  weeks  we  should 

4  ~7 

17 

bring  that  out  to  the  regulators  to  see  how  they 

18  have  some  pretty  heavy  construction  operations 

18 

feel  about  that  as  well.    We'll  be  responding  to 

iy  going  on  at  unssy  rieia. 

4  0 
19 

comments  from  the  former,  final  FS.    We'll  be 

On                                                 DnADnUCUDCD     UrWtCD.        tU«    ——•—.—.4-  —.X 

tu                       BUAKDMtMBER  HOOPER:    The  amount  of 

20 

developing  new  alternatives  as  appropriate. 

O  *|        aah^  Ami  A**  4-  A  A       ^  |k  A  ^      IfAl  1  1  A  A       X  «  HuJ  •  A  *■             41  A       ~  A.                      L  Ai  ,       «T  A 

ti  contaminates  tnat  you're  tinaing,  is  it  ■■  how  is 

21 

evaluation,  criteria,  etc.    It  will,  essentially. 

22  it  proportionate  to  the  early  estimates? 

22 

be  a  revised  package. 

9°                                ai  in  t  cure  ucudcd  -     1 1«  u  a»»aa  i  +■           ^-u  -,+. 

c                       AUUicNuc  ntMBcR:    we  haven't  got  that 

23 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  questions  on 

24  .  uC  into  it,  but  the  first  site,  which  is  a  very 

24 

this  issue?   The  RPM  meeting. 

25  small  site,  we  tripled  our  initial  estimates. 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Well,  the  RPM 
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TinyTrafi 

LLAKK.  KbrUKIlNG  (MU)  4oo~UfUU  f\J 

1  meeting  was  this  morning  from  9:30  to  12:00,  or  so. 

i  tol Lowing  tnis  tor  a  couple  ot  years. 

2  for  new  members.    We  covered  all  the  tonic?  toniaht 

c                         oUAKUMtMBtK  UHttvtR:    well,  it  the 

3  that  we  covered  in  the  meeting  this  morning. 

7      t  ■  ia     maha  n  +-  rr-w-\r^      O           A      a  a  aha  m  A  A      Wai  4  A     a!  vXXaaah^     ft  #  «  At  IA 

j  two  Departments  or  agencies  nave  oitterent  views. 

4           I  just  wanted  to  mention  that  I  read  in  an 

A       t  lk  «  aU        1  A       fliA        1   AMQ  1    1  W      V^A  AW  A  ill  V%A<      \tZ  Al  tO 

«t  wnicn  is  ine  Legally  prevailing  view? 

5  EPA  newsletter  that  the  discussions  between  the 

■                       ^  w     1       *iiul      ^IIV     VIIOWOOI  vl  1  O             i_  HCwI  1     CI  1  w 

9                      BOARDMcnBcK  WORK:    Well,  actually. 

6  Army  and  the  EPA  concernina  Lead-base  mint  a round 

6  that's  part  of  the  disagreement,  about  which  is  the 

7  nonresidential  bui  Ldinas  that  have  been  am" na  nn 

7  legal  mechanism  by  which  you  address  the  lead-base 

8  on  a  higher  Level  for  maybe  a  year  and  a  half,  they 

Q    a  a  i  nt    in    a1  a  a  •  a  a-    Laa  aa                     a  a«  # a  «^Ca1"«^IaV 

o  paint  in  closing  Dases.    uuu  says  it  is  Title  X, 

9  have  broken  down  comoLeteLv     And  both  aaenriec 

^ w  1  1    **w«i  ■    vvii^  w  w  v w  w  j  ■       ni  ivj    wv  Li  i    ovici  n_  i  era 

y  ana  trA's  Deen  saying  tnat  it  is  CERCLA.    I  just 

10  have  decided  to  issue  their  own  auidance  on  the 

■                              ■                  w      I  0i?Mv      Wl  IN*  1  1      Vnl  1    o      1 UQI  IvC     VI  1     CI  Iv 

10     U4ntA/J     4>  a     L-  i  «va]     aX     haiai  _J    wai  ■     a  1  1      4-L.  —  A.      S  4W     J_         J  _ 

iu  waniea  10  ki na  ot  refill na  you  ail  tnat  it  is,  in 

11  subject,  I  believe.    Dave  said  this  morning  that 

11  fact,  a  legal  disagreement,  so  I'm  not  sure  who's 

12  the  Army  will  be  issuina  auidance  to  all  the  ha«e 

10       A       1  MA       4^  A       AAA  A  |  WA       «4>            AA      L  A.  •       ■  4a  1  A       MAkMa       A  A  LA 

ic  going  to  resoive  it,  or  now  it's  going  to  be 

13  Compandors  on  how  to  inclement   leaH-haco  naint 

a*wi  *J          i    ■  ■  vm     IV     1 ll^/l  Wllld  IC     I  CQU    UQ3C    Ug  J  f  1L 

13  resolved. 

14  around  nonresidental  structures  in  a  consistent 

■*                      BUAKOncMBcK  W1NSHIP:    What  are  the 

15  matter  accord ina  to  TitLe  X    I  believe    the  win 

15  guidelines  that  you  are  talking  about?    Is  it 

16  Guidelines.     Michael  said  that  the  FPA  has  nnt  eairl 

■           ■       vii  n>>9  ■      iii  vi  i  *jw  v    aa  i  v4   ci  la  c    cue  cr  n  I  las  1  rv  L   t>g  tu 

16  guidelines  about  decision  making,  or  is  it  a 

17  anything  vet    but  I  understand  thev'll  be  -- 

hi  ■  j  v)  •  •  •  ig     /Vlj      W  V      A     VII               0  LUI  |Vj     CI  ICj      I  I  UC 

17  guideline  for  the  actual  removal? 

18                          BOARDMEMBER  UORIC'     Well     actual  lv 

io                      boakdnlhber  WORK:    I  don't  know  what 

19  let  me  speak  to  that-    I  said,  I  don't  know 

1  Q    ni  ii       1  ^  a  a  a    rinn    «  a    aa  ^         4>  a   Ua    «      *  a  1  *  *  i  a  a         i  «Lta  t 

iy  guioe Lines  uuu  is  going  to  De  involving.    LiKe  I 

20  anvthinq  about  it.     I  don't  instantlv  hear  uhat 

J  ™  *  ■  t  i           u  ww.  v      lbs          A     Vilvl  IV      II  IO  v  ul  ICCT     llwul       Wl  IOC 

20  said  a  moment  ago,  I  really  don't  know  if  EPA  has 

21  headquarters  has  to  sav  it  usual lv  takes  a  while 

*J  l      m^HA      Anif     A  nn  a*  iHAAniAnf  a      Xa|    1  aiii  nM      4>  a  a     aa  1    1  a  aa  a  a*C 

ci  maae  any  announcements  toi lowing  tne  collapse  ot 

22  But  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  what  vou  read  in  the 

*     ■                i  iv    i  w       wi  i     v  v    UvUW  C    RUhL     y  VCi    1  COU     III     CI  1  w 

22  these  discussions.    I  know  that  since  EPA  has 

23  EPA  newsletter. 

j  \    n  i  ctAr  i  r^l  1  \  /          i  ntAi  bala**]    4>|%  a4>    %  *ai  ■    aaUhaaa    1  a  aaI    a  a  a  a 

t-j  niaLoricai iy  maintainea  tnat  you  aoxiress  leao  Dase 

24                            BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG? IN ■     <5o  iiist  an 

■                                    uvniu/nLriDkn    luunuMiii      ou   juoc  all 

24  paint  at  closing  bases  through  CERCLA,  then  we 

25  update  on  that,  for  those  of  vou  that  have  been 

"                   wi  ■     **  ■  ■  w  w  ,       ivi       vi  luo^     VI       T  w     V 1  IQ  V     MOT  V.     L^tVI  1 

O  Ah       IJAI  |  1  f\      9-\P%  aV\  A«V\  1              ^  Al^J-V            —       r^CDI*1!    A       MAAAAAA       4- A  AAAaI^IA 

t3  wouia  prooaoiy  Tavor  a  LtKLLA  process  to  resolve 
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pi  Apr  PFDfiPT t us?  ^^1n^  Aftx.-n7nn  70 

1  the  problems. 

1    vm  I    that    ara    nnt    f  ami  liat*       fLin    .a    aaU/vJi  ■  1  a 

i  you  tnat  are  not  t ami  nar,  tnis  is  scneouie 

2                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anvthinq  else  from 

w  *  ™  *  1  ■  ■  ■       -    nbnn  .        ni  1  j  v  I  ■  I  1  ijj    W  V  o  ^»     I  I  will 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening 

2  everyone.    This  is  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting 

3  of  the  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board.  I'd 

4  like  to  welcome  everyone  here  tonight.    The  Army, 

5  contractors,  regulators,  city  officials,  and 

6  members  of  the  Presidio  Trust,  welcome.  And 

7  particularly,  members  of  the  public  that  are  here 

8  tonight.    Does  everyone  have  an  agenda?    Are  there 

9  any  changes  or  additions  to  that?    All  right, 

10  seeing  none.    Any  announcements  anyone  has  before 

11  we  get  started?    Very  good.    Moving  rather  quickly 

12  onto  Item  No. 4. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     The  committee, 

14  as  a  whole,  met  on  May  26th.    We  started  off  with  a 

15  presentation  by  Leo  Barker  and  Paul  Scalari,  of  the 

16  National  Park  Service.    They  gave  us  an  overview 

17  and  an  update  on  the  status  of  their  archeological 

18  program  at  the  Presidio.    They  included  discussions 

19  of  the  Crissy  Field  investigations  for 

20  archeological  features  there  that  should  be  in  a 

21  report  in  the  next  month  or  two.    We  also  had  Bob 

22  Horner  from  the  ATC.    Bob  answered  questions  from 

23  the  committee  on  recycling  of  landfill  materials. 

24  The  committee  had  been  exploring  the  recycling  of 

25  landfill  materials  and  the  possible  TAPP  grant 
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1  proposal,  and  that's  still  in  the  first  stages.  We 

2  also  had  a  discussion  regarding  the  Feasibility 

3  Study  and  the  recent  release  of  the  community 

4  comments  on  that.    Julia  Cheever  discussed  the 

5  newsletter  article  coming  up.    Did  that  get 

6  finished? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    The  article  is 

8  finished,  and  Lucy  says  that  the  newsletter  is  soon 

9  to  go  to  print. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  look  for 

11  the  RAB  article  in  the  next  newsletter.    Also,  some 

12  of  the  new  members  were  discussing  among  themselves 

13  about  possible  dates  for  a  tour  of  the  Presidio  for 

14  the  new  members.    Have  you  come  up  with  any  dates 

15  for  tours? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:    Nothing  final. 

17  I  was  looking  to  see  if  anyone  is  interested.  Just 

18  give  me  a  call.    Do  you  have  any  dates  that  you 

19  want  to  set  right  now? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    No.    As  soon 

21  as  we  come  up  with  potential  dates  we'll  coordinate 

22  it  with  the  Public  Affairs  Office. 

23  We  have  also  had  a  Main  Installation  meeting 

24  on  June  1st.    This  was  a  smaller  subcommittee 

25  meeting  and  a  showcase  from  EKI.    Sharron  Rechkof, 
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1  to  come  from  time  to  time,  I  have  duplicate 

2  meetings  this  evening.    Sharron  is  our  official 

3  representative  and  is  to  be  here  constantly.  She 

4  does  come  back  and  we  discuss,  one-on-one,  the 

5  ideas  that  have  come  out  of  the  RAB  committee  and 

6  how  we're  moving  forward. 

7  Let  me  give  a  little  bit  of  background  about 

8  where  several  of  the  staff  have  come  from  for  the 

9  Presidio  Trust. 

10  I  was  executive  director  of  the  closed  Lowry 

11  Air  Force  Base  from  Denver,  Colorado.    That  was  a 

12  base  that  closed  in  1994,  September  30,  a  very 

13  similar  date  obviously.    We  took  over  as  the  local 

14  redevelopment  authority,  and  basically,  we're 

15  charged  as  being  the  caretaker  for  a  year,  then  we 

16  took  on  the  task  of  working  with  the  Department  of 

17  the  Air  Force  and  also  with  the  regulatory  agencies 

18  in  Colorado,  in  trying  to  deal  with  the  remediation 

19  issues  that  Lowry  faced. 

20  Again,  2000  acres  in  the  center  of  Denver.  A 

21  lot  of  similarities  to  the  Presidio.    We  had  a 

22  large  72-acre  landfill  which  was  primarily 

23  municipal  waste.    We  had  underground  storage  tanks, 

24  substantial  numbers.    We  had  all  the 

25  petroleum- related  type  uses.    We  also  had  a  very 
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1  from  the  Presidio  Trust,  presented  the  results  of 

2  their  remedial  action  report.    They  provided  us 

3  with  three  copies  of  a  full  report  and  six  or  seven 

4  summery  copies  for  the  use  of  RAB  members,  so  we 

5  can  distribute  those  amongst  ourselves  for  review. 

6  The  next  committee  meeting  is  on  June  23rd, 

7  Tuesday,  at  Fort  Mason.    We  would  like  to  discuss 

8  the  Feasibility  Study  and  its  relation  to  this 

9  report,  so  if  everyone  could  get  a  chance  to  look 

10  through  the  summary  or  the  full  report  by  then, 

11  that  would  be  helpful.    That's  about  it.  Thank 

12  you. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  if  people  would 

14  like  to  review  the  full  report  they  should  talk  to 

15  you  and  we'll  coordinate  getting  those  extra 

16  copies. 

17  Other  reports  at  this  point?    Okay,  let's 

18  move  onto  Item  No.  5.    We  have  it  labeled  as  Trust 

19  update,  but  rather  than  that,  I'll  leave  it  to  Jim 

20  to  say  whatever  he's  going  to  say. 

21  MR.  MEADOWS:     Let  me  try  to  give  you 

22  all  just  an  update  on  what  the  Trust  is  going  about 

23  right  now,  in  general,  and  then  if  you  have 

24  questions  for  me  I'd  be  happy  to  answer  them.  I 

25  would  hasten  to  point  out,  although,  I  will  be  able 
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1  serious  material  TCE  issue  in  our  groundwater 

2  supply,  a  plume  that  stretched  out  as  much  as  a 

3  third  of  the  entire  project.    So  I  spent-  four  years 

4  dealing,  basically,  with  our  RAB  working  with  us, 

5  and  dealing  with  the  Air  Force. 

6  The  only  reason  I  mention  this  is,  what  we 

7  really  investigated  is,  we're  trying  to  find 

8  methods  to  make  the  cleanup  happen,  using  the  three 

9  words  --  they  are  trite,  but  they  are  true  -- 

10  faster,  better,  cheaper,  than  what  was  being  done, 

11  or  what  was  being  proposed,  and  that  included  new 

12  techniques  for  Landfill  remediation. 

13  What  we  did,  we  brought  in  third-party 

14  contractors,  such  as  Flor/Daniel,  Bechtel,  and  a 

15  company  called  Imcon,  that  were  able  to  help  us 

16  with  expertise  that  we  could  then  take  to  the  RAB 

17  and  introduce  these  methods.    We  were  relatively 

18  successful  in  getting  the  Air  Force  to  then  adopt 

19  those  methods  to  help  in  speeding  up  and  lowering 

20  the  costs  of  the  remediation,  as  well  as  having 

21  qualitatively  better  remediation  than  would  have 

22  been  planned. 

23  But  in  the  process  of  being  the  caretaker,  we 

24  had  to  grow  our  staff  to  about  175  people,  and  that 

25  included  licensing  and  having  on-site  staff  for 
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1  hazardous  waste  removal  and  taking  it  off  site. 

2  The  head  of  my  facilities  that  I  had  in 

J      ver  I  brought  to  the  Presidio.    He  comes  to  the 

4  .sidio  with  a  very  strong  basic  knowledge  of 

5  overseeing  remediation  activities,  and  also,  where 

6  necessary,  to  actually  initiate  remediation 

7  activities.    We  had  the  lead-base  paint  and 

8  asbestos  issues.    The  base  and  all  of  the  housing 

9  were  about  the  same  age  as  the  20th  Century 

10  versions  of  the  Presidio,  but  not  as  old  as  some  of 

11  the  1800s  buildings. 

12  In  addition  to  that,  we  would  go  through  a 

13  remodeling  process  with  about  800  buildings  and  we 

14  had  to  deal  with  very  similar  issues  to  what  we  are 

15  faced  with  here.    And  all  I  mean  by  that  is, 

16  basically,  we  want  to  bring  a  body  of  knowledge  to 

17  ask  the  questions  to  help  you  all,  where 

18  necessary.    If  we  don't  have  information,  perhaps, 

19  we  can  be  a  resource  to  help  provide  third-party 

20  expertise,  not  in  the  way  of  trying  to  in  any  way 

21  take  away  from  the  RAB,  but  to  work  with  the  RAB 

22  totally,  and  to  act  as  another  source  of  expertise 

23  and  another  source  of  outreach  to  try  to  find  new 

24  solutions. 

25  I  have  told  various  public  groups  that  I 
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1  things  coming  out  of  the  Park  Service  in 

2  partnership  with  the  Trust.    One  is  the  Vegetation 

3  Management  Program,  which  will  become  part  of  a 

4  public  process  over  the  next  six  months.  That 

5  Vegetation  Management  Program  is  very  ambitious, 

6  and  I've  seen  a  preview  of  it,  and  I  think  it's 

7  very  well  done. 

8  This  program  will  deal  with  the  historic 

9  forest  areas  of  the  Presidio,  which  are  about  20 

10  percent  of  the  total  area,  the  native  plants  areas 

11  of  the  Presidio,  which  are  about  30  percent  of  the 

12  Presidio,  and  the  landscaped  areas  of  the  Presidio, 

13  which  constitute  the  other  50  percent. 

14  I  think  the  Park  Service  has  done  a  whale  of 

15  a  job  in  the  first  draft  of  putting  that  together 

16  and  it  will  start  coming  out  for  public  comment. 

17  It  really  is  methodology  for  how  we  move  forward 

18  together  on  the  real  reason  why  we're  here.  We're 

19  not  here  to  lease  buildings,  although,  that's  part 

20  of  our  function.    We're  here  to  preserve  the  park, 

21  and  that's  our  main  function. 

2?  So  I  hope  that  you  can  look  at  the  Trust  as 

23  ,.-c  an  interloper,  not  trying  to  come  in  and  do 

24  something  adverse  to  the  process  that's  already  in 

25  place,  but  if  we  can  become  a  help  to  that  process 
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1  firmly  believe  that  to  meet  our  15-year  plan  for 

2  financial  self -sustainabi lity,  we  have  to  find  a 

3  faster  remediation  process  than  what  was  originally 

4  proposed,  timetable-wise,  for  the  Presidio.  I 

5  stand  by  that  statement,  that  we  have  to  find  a 

6  faster  method,  and  hopefully,  along  with  that  would 

7  be  better  methods. 

8  So  what  the  Trust  is  doing,  we've  been 

9  building  our  staff.    We've  been  working  on  the 

10  transition  from  the  Park  Service,  as  I  think 

11  everyone  is  aware,  on  July  --  by  law,  by  July  8th, 

12  but  in  practice,  by  July  1st,  we'll  take  over 

13  control  of  about  80  percent  of  the  Presidio,  the 

14  operations  and  management  control  of  those  areas, 

15  and  the  non-beach  areas.    That  doesn't  mean  the 

16  Park  Service  goes  away.    We're  doing  that  in 

17  partnership  with  the  Park  Service  where  we're  the 

18  lead  agency  in  that  case,  and  the  Park  Service  will 

19  retain  the  functions  for  interpretations  and 

20  visitor's  centers,  but  we'll  be  working  together  on 

21  open-space  issues  and  other  issues  facing  the  whole 

22  Presidio. 

23  I  would  point  out  to  you,  that  although  the 

24  RAB  is  formed  to  deal  with  environmental 

25  remediation,  primarily,  there  are  some  exciting 
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1  then  that's  what  we're  after. 

2  I  think  that  through  the  discussions  that 

3  Sharron  and  others  have  shared  with  you  all,  I 

4  think  you  are  aware,  and  I'll  just  preempt  one 

5  question,  that  we  are  in  discussions,  parallel 

6  discussions,  to  the  Feasibility  Study  process. 

7  We're  in  parallel  discussions  with  the  Army  to  look 

8  at  the  possibility  of  finding  ways  to  advance  the 

9  remediation  process,  both  from  a  timetable  and  from 

10  a  quality  of  remediation,  that's  more  of  a  global 

11  settlement  for  the  Main  Installation  of  the 

12  Presidio.    Those  go  on  in  parallel  to  what's 

13  happening  during  the  feasibility  process,  but 

14  they're  not  --  again,  if  they  move  forward,  they 

15  will  move  forward  with  the  RAB  and  with  the 

16  regulatory  agencies  being  totally  on  board  and 

17  being  totally  involved  and  totally  part  of  the 

18  process.    And  if  they  are  successful,  then  I  think 

19  it  is  a  win-win  situation. 

20  I've  been  talking  to  levels  up  to  and 

21  including  the  assistant-secretary  level  of  the 

22  Army,  the  deputy-secretary  at  the  Department  of 

23  Defense,  saying  that  they  support  the  ideas,  they 

24  support  the  goals.    And  where  the  Army  is  happy, 

25  the  RAB  is  happy,  and  the  regulatories  are  happy, 
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1  then  I  can  guarantee  the  Trust  wi  L I  be  happy,  as 

2  far  as  what  the  result  wiLl  be. 

3  I  don't  know  what  questions  you  have  of  the 

4  Trust.    We  have  a  lot  of  simultaneous  activities 

5  going  on.    Our  staff  is  getting  larger.  This 

6  transition  time  is  coming  to  a  close.    We  have  to 

7  file  our  financial  management  program  with  Congress 

8  by  July  8th.    I  would  only  point  out,  since  a  lot 

9  of  people  here  on  the  RAB  have  heard  that 

10  presentation,  that  program  is  a  technical 

11  requirement  only  with  Congress.    It  does  not,  in 

12  any  way,  change  the  General  Management  Plan 

13  Amendment,  which  remains  our  baseline  document  for 

14  moving  forward.    And  included  in  the  GMPA  is  the 

15  environmental  impact  statement  associated  with  the 

16  GMPA.    So  we  are  moving  forward  with  that 

17  baseline.    We  have  to  file  this  technical  report, 

18  but  primarily,  we  are  more  excited  about  the  ideas 

19  of  open- space  management,  how  we  can  work  in 

20  partnership  with  the  Park  Service  on  that,  that  we 

21  are,  with  the  technical  aspects  of  this  Financial 

22  Management  Program. 

23  So  basically,  that's  where  we're  at  right 

24  now.    As  far  as  these  negotiations  that  are 

25  ongoing,  they're  there,  they  are  out  in  the  open, 
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1  they  are  real.    We're  going  to  Washington  on  the 

2  6th  and  7th  of  July,  to  basically  continue  those 

3  negotiations,  and  then  the  Army  will  be  out  here, 

4  I'm  sure,  within  a  period  of  a  couple  of  weeks 

5  after  that,  as  an  ongoing  process.    We  will  provide 

6  a  report  to  the  RAB  as  we  go  along.     From  the 

7  reports  that  Sharron  and  EKI  put  together,  the  idea 

8  is  to  have  everybody  be  on  the  same  page  at  the 

9  same  time  as  to  how  these  are  moving  forward.  And 

10  if  they  work,  they  work,  if  they  don't,  we  have  a 

11  straightforward  process,  the  traditional  process, 

12  to  fall  back  on. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you.  It 

14  was  mentioned,  prior  to  the  meeting,  that  it  might 

15  be  useful  for  the  RAB  members  to  just  do  a  couple 

16  of  sentences  about  who  they  are,  and  introduce 

17  themselves  to  both  of  you,  so  you  know  what  kind  of 

18  expertise  is  on  this  Board. 

19  I  could  start.    You  know  me,  Doug  Kern.  I 

20  facilitate  the  meetings,  and  I'm  involved  in  a  lot 

21  of  the  committee  work.    I  have  a  geophysics 

22  background.    I  worked  at  a  major  oil  company. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Roger 

24  Henderson,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  registered 

25  Civil  Engineer,  technical  team  leader  for  the 
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1  Presidio  since  1990. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Department  of 

3  the  Army,  and  I  manage  the  cleanup  program. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Bruce  Handel, 

5  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  technical  manager  for 

6  the  program. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Brian 

8  Ullensvang,  with  the  National  Park  Service. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Leeann  Lahren,  a 

10  community  member,  and  I  represent  the  Sierra  Club. 

11  I  work  as  an  environmental  lawyer. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Julia  Cheever. 

13  I  represent  the  Planning  Association  of  the 

14  Richmond  District  on  the  Board,  and  I'm  also  a 

15  journaList  who  covers  legal  matters,  one  of  them,  I 

16  guess,  is  from  the  point  of  view  of  people  who  live 

17  nearby  and  use  it  for  recreation. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:    Andrew  Young. 

19  I'm  a  community  member  and  my  interest  is  in 

20  anthropology. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Peter  O'Hara. 

22  I'm  a  community  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of 

23  Directors  of  the  Cow  Hollow  Association. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  FOTTLER:    My  name  is 

25  Matthew  Fottler,  and  I'm  also  a  community  member. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMAN IAN:    I'm  Ravi 

2  Subramanian.    I'm  a  community  member  and  my 

3  background  is  in  environmental  analysis  and 

4  regulation. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  CHOW-WINSHIP:    I'm  a 

6  neighbor,  member  of  the  Presidio  Alliance, 

7  architect,  and  I  work  for  the  Health  Department. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:     I'm  Julian 

9  Hultgren,  and  I'm  a  retired  attorney,  and  I  live  a 

10  half  a  block  from  the  Presidio.    I'm  a  community 

11  member. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  CALL AN AN:    Ed  Callanan. 

13  I'm  a  community  member,  and  I'm  an  administrator 

14  with  the  State  Division  of  Occupational  Safety  and 

15  Health. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  ROMAN:    I 'm  El  I ie  Roman. 

17  I'm  a  community  member  with  a  background  in 

18  environmental  law.    I'm  most  interested  in 

19  preserving  the  open  space  and  natural  resources  of 

20  the  Presidio. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    I'm  Sam  Berman. 

22  I'm  a  neighbor  and  community  member  and  a  physicist 

23  by  training.    I'm  interested  in  both  the 

24  administrative  process,  which  has  been  touched  on 

25  this  evening  in  a  way  which  I  hadn't  heard  before. 
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1  I'm  also  interested  in  some  of  the  technical  issues 

2  that  evolve  here.     I've  been  a  member  of  the  RAB 

3  v  for  a  short  time,  but  I  find  the  committee's 

4  <  to  be  very  admirable. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WALTERS:    I'm  Martha 

6  Walters.    I  work  for  the  Mayor's  office  at  Treasure 

7  Island,  and  I  do  environmental  work  for  Treasure 

8  Island  and  for  the  Bay  View  area.    I  used  to  work 

9  for  the  National  Park  Service  on  the  Presidio 

10  project. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:     I'm  a  community 

12  member.    I  work  on  the  Presidio,  and  I'm  also  a 

13  resident  on  the  Presidio.    I  spend  about  90  percent 

14  of  my  time  here.    I  have  a  background  dealing  with 

15  environmental  issues,  and  I'm  just  mostly 

16  interested  in  preserving  open  space  and  looking 

17  forward  to  preserving  a  clean  environment. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    My  name  is  Jan 

19  Monaghan.    I'm  a  certified  facility  manager.    I'm  a 

20  community  member,  and  I'm  interested  in  the 

21  Presidio  in  terms  of  the  reuse  and  the  cleanup. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    My  name  is 

23  Arleen  Gemmil,  and  I'm  a  community  member  for  the 

24  organization,  Save  the  Bay.    I  have  a  special 

25  interest  in  the  wetlands  preservation. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    My  name  is 

2  Louis  Rosenbaum,  I'm  a  community  member.     I  work  in 

3  the  environmental  industry  and  project  management. 

4  My  interest  is,  I  thought  I  could  help. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    My  name  is 

6  Mark  Youngkin,  and  I'm  the  community  cochair.  My 

7  background  is  in  geology. 

8  MS.  RECKHOF:    Sharron  Reckhof, 

9  Presidio  Trust,  environmental  specialist.  I've 

10  been  working  on  base  closure  for  seven  years  now. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    Romy  Fuentes. 

12  I  represent  CAL/EPA,  Department  of  Toxics.  In 

13  addition  to  the  Presidio,  I'm  also  working  at  the 

14  Oakland  Army  Base. 

15  MR.  SERAYDARIAN:    I'm  Rich 

16  Seraydarian.    I'm  representing  EPA,  Region  9.  I'm 

17  sitting  in  for  Michael  Work,  who  is  on  travel  this 

18  week. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you 

20  everyone.    And  thank  you,  Jim,  for  being  here 

21  tonight. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    What  was  the 

23  gentleman's  name  you  brought  from  Denver? 

24  MR.  MEADOWS:    Bruce  Anderson.  He's 

25  the  facility's  director.    Again,  he  is  one  of  the 
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1  licensed  personnel,  as  far  as  dealing  with 

2  hazardous  waste  materials.    He  has  worked  in  the 

3  federal  system  for,  approximately,  11  years,  where 

4  he  was  working  for  the  Department  of  Corrections  as 

5  a  facility  manager  at  various  facilities.    Then  he 

6  spent  four  years  at  Lowry  doing  all  the  facility 

7  work  for  our  closure.    In  that  case,  because  we  had 

8  our  own  staff  and  crew,  we  were  actually  doing  a 

9  lot  of  the  lead-base  paint  abatement,  and  the 

10  asbestos  abatement,  with  license  crews  that  were  on 

11  staff,  and  then  overseeing  the  construction  going 

12  on.    We  would  step  in,  where  necessary,  to  help  out 

13  with  any  cleanup  that  was  discovered  during  the 

14  construction  phase. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  have  a 

16  question  that  is  somewhat  related  to  reuse  as  it 

17  intersects  with  cleanup  issues  and  planning.  At 

18  your  meeting  last  night  you  mentioned  replacing  the 

19  housing  on  upper  MacArthur  Avenue,  which,  of 

20  course,  is  in  the  Tennessee  Water  Hollow  Shed. 

21  Does  that  mean  you  would  replace  it  in  a  different 

22  i  to  keep  that  area  more  natural? 

23  MR.  MEADOWS:    When  we  were  talking 

24  about  replacement  that  was  the  Wherring  and  the 

25  MacArthur  housing.    Which,  according  to  the  General 
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1  Management  Plan  Amendment,  is  scheduled  for 

2  removal,  which  means  demolition  or  movement,  and 

3  then  turning  it  back  into  open  space  as  part  of  our 

4  commitment  for  adding  about  25  percent  to  open 

5  space  at  the  Presidio. 

6  Another  General  Management  Plan  concept  is 

7  providing  as  much  work-force  housing  at  the 

8  Presidio  as  possible,  so  that  we  cut  down  on  the 

9  trips  going  back  and  forth,  the  traffic  trips.  And 

10  our  goal  is  to  have  a  stabilized  number  of  housing 

11  units  of  about  1600. 

12  So  the  idea  is,  after  the  Wherring  units  and 

13  the  MacArthur  units  are  removed,  is  to  build 

14  replacement  housing  in  areas  of  the  Presidio  that 

15  are  already  non-open  space  areas;  i.e.,  improved 

16  areas  of  the  Presidio,  such  as  the  Letterman/Lair 

17  area,  which  might  house  half  or  more  of  those 

18  additional  housing  units.    So  we  would  stay  with  a 

19  stabilized  number  of  housing  units  of  about  1600  by 

20  the  time  we  were  complete. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    You  mentioned 

22  this  evening  that  you  would  like  to  accelerate  the 

23  remediation  process.    Do  you  have  any  particular 

24  thoughts  on  how  a  volunteer  organization  like  the 

25  RAB  might  be  able  to  contribute  to  that  in  ways 
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1  that  haven't  been  done  thus  far? 

2  MR.  MEADOWS:    First  of  all  --  and  I 

3  come  from  four  years  of  experience  with  another  RAB 

4  --  I  can  tell  you  from  firsthand  knowledge  now, 

5  and  secondhand  information  from  the  day  I  got  here, 

6  the  RAB  process  in  Colorado  was  much  different.  It 

7  was  actually  instituted  by  groups  that  were  trying 

8  to  impede  the  whole  process  of  redevelopment,  and 

9  it  took  a  period  of  time  before  the  RAB  caught  up 

10  with  the  overall  plans  the  community  was  interested 

11  in. 

12  With  the  expertise  that  I  hear  on  this  RAB, 

13  what  our  proposal  is,  is  in  bringing  new  ideas  and 

14  potentially  new  solutions  to  the  various 

15  remediation  processes,  we  would  like  to  get  the 

16  feedback  through  the  RAB,  and  find  out,  basically, 

17  how  do  other  people  feel  about  that.    We're  not 

18  proposing  to  bring  theoretical  ideas,  but  ideas 

19  that  have  been  used,  case  studies,  where  they  have 

20  been  used  elsewhere. 

21  In  the  case  of  Lowry,  with  the  TCE,  we  went 

22  to  Tulsa,  Oklahoma,  and  there  was  a  case  study 

23  where  we  were  able  to  shrink  that  particular  plume 

24  by  90  percent  in  18  months,  whereas,  the 

25  traditional  process  was  a  20-year  pump  and  treat 
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1  MR.  MEADOWS:    It  has  been  put  forward 

2  to  the  public  in  three  public  workshops  and  one 

3  public  hearing,  with  another  public  hearing 

4  tomorrow  evening  with  the  Advisory  Commission.  All 

5  of  the  material  facts,  which  include  the  slide 

6  presentation  we  presented,  as  well  as  all  the 

7  factual  assumptions  going  into  those  material 

8  facts,  have  been  presented  and  made  available  in 

9  writing.    The  only  thing  left  to  do  wilt  be  the 

10  final  wordsmithing  of,  literally,  the  "ands,"  and 

11  "these"  that  go  around  those  material  facts,  and 

12  that  will  be  presented  and  will  be  made  public 

13  simultaneously  when  it's  published  with  Congress. 

14  What  we  have  represented  to  the  public  is 

15  there  will  be  no  material  fact  changes  in  our 

16  program  other  than  the  input  that  we  have  received 

17  at  these  various  public  meetings  and  workshops  that 

18  we've  been  having.    Basically,  we're  taking  that 

19  input  and  the  final  portion  of  that  plan,  both  the 

20  slides,  the  assumptions,  and  everything  else,  will 

21  be  made  public  prior  to  the  final  draft  being 

22  written. 

23  Ue  had  a  little  bit  of  a  chicken  and  egg.  If 

24  we  had  presented  a  semi -bound  document,  even  marked 

25  "draft,"  then  it  would  be,  "Well,  are  you  really 
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1  process  that  so  far,  to  my  knowledge,  has  not  been 

2  demonstrated  to  be  totally  successful  in  almost  any 

3  occasion,  but  it  is  a  long-term  process.  >. 

4  If  I  could  trade  a  process  that's  better  of 

5  18  months,  for  one  that's  going  to  last  for  20  to 

6  30  years,  I'd  like  to  bring  those  ideas  forward  and 

7  bring  them  to  the  RAB  for  your  input,  and  then  go 

8  forward  from  there. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    So  you  see  the 

10  RAB  as  being  a  sounding  board  on  new  ideas  to  be 

11  developed  by  your  staff  and  other  case  studies  and 

12  previous  experience? 

13  MR.  MEADOWS:    Well,  that  sounds  a  bit 

14  presumptuous  on  our  part,  no.    I  think  a  sounding 

15  board,  certainly.    But  I  think  the  RAB  has  an 

16  institutional  place  at  the  table  for  the 

17  decision-making  process.    So,  yes,  we'd  like  to 

18  bring  the  ideas  as  a  sounding  board.    But,  yes,  we 

19  feel  that  both  the  RAB  and  the  regulatory  agencies 

20  have  to  have  a  full  buy- in  of  those  ideas  before 

21  they  move  forward. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    You  mentioned 

23  the  Financial  Management  Plan.    Is  that  being  put 

24  into  a  written  document,  and  if  so,  will  it  be 

25  available  to  the  public? 
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1  seeking  our  input?"    And  if  we  just  present  the 

2  assumptions  and  the  material  facts,  there's  been 

3  comment,  "Well,  you  haven't  given  us  the  document." 

4  We  choose  to  go  the  latter  route,  rather  than  the 

5  former  route.    But  we  have  represented,  and  I'd  be 

6  willing  to  stand  by  the  fact,  that  there  will  be  no 

7  material  facts  in  any  report  that  have  not  been 

8  presented  in  our  public  workshop  and  our  public 

9  hearings. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Jim,  do  you 

11  have  a  deadline  for  concluding  your  negotiations 

12  with  the  Army,  or  is  there  an  open-ended  process, 

13  or  is  there  a  certain  point  where  you  feel  it's  not 

14  worth  pursuing  further? 

15  MR.  MEADOWS:    I  don't  accept  that 

16  premise  that  it's  not  worth  pursing  further,  so 

17  there's  not  a  deadline.    Certainly,  our  interest 

18  and  the  Army's  interest,  I  think,  are  mutual.  That 

19  is,  the  faster  we  can  reach  a  tentative  solution 

20  and  bring  in  all  parties  and  get  a  buy- in  to  that, 

21  we're  all  better  off.    I'm  not  going  to  set  an 

22  arbitrary  deadline  and  say  we  have  to  have  it  done 

23  by  a  date  certain. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    Will  that 

25  advisement  plan  be  made  available  to  the  RAB,  in  a 
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1  sort  of  summary  format? 

2  MR.  MEADOWS:    Let  me  correct  the 

3  ninology  for  a  second.    The  General  Management 

4  ,i  Amendment  is  published,  it  is  available.  It 

5  was  published  in  1994,  and  that  is  available  now. 

6  The  Financial  Management  Program,  when  it  is 

7  published  with  Congress,  absolutely.    We'll  have 

8  copies,  both  available  at  the  office  --  all  of  our 

9  constituency  groups,  including  the  RAB,  the 

10  Advisory  Commission,  and  everyone  will  have 

11  multiple  copies  available.    We'll  also,  by  that 

12  point,  have  it  available  on  our  website.  We're 

13  trying  to  get  up  as  quickly  as  possible  so  anyone 

14  can  access  it  through  the  internet. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  thank  you 

16  very  much. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Just  one  quick 

18  question.    What's  the  address  of  your  website? 

19  MR.  MEADOWS:    It's  unknown.  We're 

20  just  establishing  it.    Basically,  we  have  a  target 

21  of  July  15th,  to  have  the  website  up.    If  you  can 

22  imagine,  all  these  things  going  on  simultaneously. 

23  We  didn't  haven't  a  staff  four  months  ago.    Now  we 

24  have  a  staff,  and  we're  doing  all  this  transition. 

25  We're  taking  over  the  property  management  of  all 
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1  will  give  a  presentation  on  what  we've  done  to 

2  date. 

3  At  each  of  the  Crissy  Field  sites  we  are 

4  excavating  soil  for  off-site  disposal.    We  are 

5  currently  working  at  four  of  the  sites  there.  East 

6  of  Mason,  Building  979,  Building  950,  and  the 

7  Crissy  Field  Rifle  Institute. 

8  At  the  end  of  April  we  began  field 

9  construction  activities.    The  original  quantity 

10  that  was  specified  in  the  RAB  was  40  tons.    We  have 

11  to  date  excavated  250  tons.    We're  continuing 

12  excavation.    Currently,  we  expect  to  be  at  450  tons 

13  when  we  complete  work  at  this  site. 

14  We  started  working  at  the  979  area.    To  date 

15  we  are  at  575  tons.    We  have  some  final  cleanup 

16  work  to  do.    We  expect  a  total  of  800  tons  to  be 

17  removed. 

18  Building  950.    Excavation  at  950  was  to 

19  remove  8,000.    We've  got  4,275  removed  to  date. 

20  The  last  of  the  sites  that  we're  currently 

21  working  on  is  the  Rifle  Institute.    Work  to  date, 
2?        -emoved  1,050  tons  and  we  expect  to  remove  5,500 

23  finish  work  in  that  area. 

24  Building  937.    We  start  next  week,  and  this 

25  activity  will  include  soil  removal  from  a  former 
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1  the  properties,  having  to  oversee  the  maintenance 

2  function,  and  then  with  the  negotiations  ongoing 

3  with  the  Army,  we're  having  to  do  several  things 

4  simultaneously,  so  we're  out-sourcing  things  like 

5  our  website.    Our  target  is  to  have  it  up  by  July 

6  15th. 

7  We'd  like  to  get  input  back,  also.    If  we  can 

8  take  things  from  the  RAB  and  put  them  on  our 

9  website  so  that  we  can  have  a  wider  dissemination, 

10  we1 re  happy  to. 

11  Also,  if  no  one  objects,  I  would  just  take 

12  the  list  of  the  RAB  members  and  automatically  add 

13  you  to  our  database,  so  our  newsletter,  as  they 

14  come  out,  that  you  automatically  receive  them, 

15  unless  there's  an  objection,  I  would  just 

16  automatically  submit  them  to  everybody  on  the  RAB. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    No  objections.  We 

18  have  a  variety  of  presentations  this  evening  by  the 

19  Army  and  their  contractors.    We'll  begin  with  5.B. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We' 1 1  have  Mark 

21  Scanlon,  from  IT  Corporation,  make  this 

22  presentation. 

23  MR.  SCANLON:    You  may  recall  last 

24  month  in  the  RAB  meeting  we  had  just  begun  field 

25  activities  in  the  Crissy  Field  area.    Tonight  I 
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1  tank  location,  and  the  removal  of  the  groundwater 

2  treatment  system. 

3  In  mid  June  we'll  start  work  behind  Building 

4  924  at  the  former  firing  range.    The  total  expected 

5  quantity  at  that  site  is  1500  tons. 

6  After  Building  924  we'll  begin  work  at  the 

7  923/937  site.    Approximately,  1500  tons  of  soil 

8  will  be  removed  from  the  area  behind  the  former 

9  hanger  and  maintenance  buildings.    We  anticipate 

10  starting  this  work  at  the  end  of  June,  along  with 

11  another  site,  the  640/643  area. 

12  The  643  area  is  on  the  south  side  of  Mason 

13  Street.    The  soil  will  be  removed  from  the  640 

14  courtyard  and  the  area  behind  the  643  building. 

15  This  is  the  final  remediation  action  site. 

16  We  are  currently  doing  sampling  in  the  Fill  Site  7 

17  area  to  further  refine  our  excavation.    We  expect 

18  to  begin  soil  removal  in  mid  July.    There's  an 

19  estimated  13,500  tons  to  be  removed  from  Fill  Site 

20  7. 

21  In  summary,  the  original  quantity  of 

22  estimated  soil  in  the  RAP  was  17,300  tons.  Today 

23  we  have  removed  just  over  6,000  tons,  and  we  expect 

24  to  remove,  approximately,  34,000  tons  to  complete 

25  the  remedial  action.    That's  it.    If  there  are  any 
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1  questions,  I'd  be  happy  to  answer  them. 

1 

mostly  sandy.    You  can  get  other  soils  that  are  a 

2                       BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Just  so  I  can 

2 

lot  heavier  than  1.5  tons  per  cubic  yard. 

3  get  some  kind  of  an  idea  of  what  kind  of  volume  is 

3 

Sometimes  they  are  1.75,  1.8  tons. 

4  involved  in  a  ton.    How  many  cubic  yards  does  it 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Is  there  any 

5  take  to  make  a  ton? 

5 

one  reason  why  the  actual  amount  is  increased  over 

6                         MR.  SCANLON:    About  1.5  tons  per 

6 

the  projected  amount,  or  does  it  vary  from  site  to 

7  cubic  yard. 

7 

site? 

8                         MR.  SERAYDARIAN:     Is  that  soil  going 

8 

MR.  SCANLON:     It  various  quite  a  bit 

9  off  site? 

9 

per  site,  but  the  RI  investigations  do  the  best 

10                       MR.  SCANLON:    Yes,  it's  all  going  off 

10 

they  can  to  define  the  soil  quantities.    We  go  in. 

11  site.    It's  going  to  various  locations,  depending 

11 

in  a  very  detailed  fashion,  and  take  confirmation 

12  on  the  contaminates  in  the  wells. 

12 

samples  and  are  able  to  usually  find  more  soil  than 

13                         BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     How  many  trucks 

13 

we  can  with  a  few  soil  borings. 

14  are  leaving  the  Presidio  per  day  right  now? 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    What  makes  you 

15                      MR.  SCANLON:    Per  day  we  are  at  about 

15 

decide  that  you  need  to  take  more  out  in  a  given 

16  35  trucks.    Ue  intend  to  raise  that  substantially 

16 

area?    Because  it  exceeds  levels  of  the  given  thing 

17  by  mid  July. 

17 

that  you  were  -- 

18                         BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  a  cubic  yard 

18 

MR.  SCANLON:    Yes.  We-have 

19  is  a  yard.    That  was  1.5  tons? 

19 

contaminants  of  concern  on  each  of  the  sites  and  we 

20                         MR.  SCANLON:  Yes. 

20 

sample  specifically  for  those.    The  levels  are 

21                        BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    That's  really 

21 

decided  on  through  the  base  cleanup  team. 

22  heavy. 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    But  I  know,  for 

23                         BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     It  is  heavy. 

23 

instance,  on  your  list  you  say,  such  and  such 

24  And  when  you  get  water  in  there  then  it's  really 

24 

things  are  being  excavated  at  a  given  site.  Does 

25  heavy.    And  that's  actually  light  for  soil,  it's 

25 

your  extra  soil  boring  test  for  other  contaminates. 
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1  and  do  you  take  out  other  things  if  you  find  them 

1 

do  you  go  on  these  various  sites? 

2  unexpectedly  at  a  given  site? 

2 

MR.  SCANLON:    Our  deepest  excavation 

3                      MR.  SCANLON:    We  won't  usually  find 

3 

is  six  feet,  and  that's  at  Building  950.    Most  of 

4  anything  unexpectedly  because  we  won't  test  for 

4 

the  excavations  are  less  than  three-feet  deep. 

5  it.    All  that's  been  done  before  we  go  in  and  do 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Is  there  any 

6  remedial  action.    Unfortunately,  once  we  start 

6 

replacement? 

7  construction,  the  manpower  and  equipment  is  just 

7 

MR.  SCANLON:    We're  going  to 

8  not  conceivable  to  take  that  many  samples  for  that 

8 

coordinate  the  site  restoration  with  the  Park 

9  high  of  amount  of  contaminates. 

9 

Service.    In  areas  where  they  are  planning  to  do 

10                           BOARDMEMBER  CHOW-WINSHIP:  Just 

10 

additional  work  in  the  summer  for  the  wetlands  we 

11  following  along  the  same  line  of  questioning.  If 

11 

won't  restore  the  sites,  we'll  probably  just  grade 

12  you  could  help  me  visualize  what  happened  at  East 

12 

them  to  be  safe  for  park  users.    If  it  is  behind  a 

13  of  Mason,  when  you  had  such  a  small  estimate,  40 

13 

building  or  places  were  the  public  doesn't  go  or 

14  tons,  I  guess,  and  that  went  up  to  close  to  500. 

14 

they're  not  going  to  be  part  of  the  GGNPA's 

15                       MR.  SCANLON:    Unfortunately,  on  very 

15 

project,  then  we'll  restore  those  to  the  way  they 

16  small  sites,  there  is  a  good  chance  that  you're 

16 

were. 

17  going  to  end  up  with  a  large  percentage  growth  on 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    At  the  present 

18  the  estimated  volume,  because  we  didn't  think  it 

18 

time,  when  you  do  these  excavations,  is  there  any 

19  was  based  on  two  samples.    And  so  the  surrounding 

19 

attempt  to  grade  them  so  they  are  not  precipitous. 

20  samples  were  pretty  far  from  one  another,  so  as  we 

20 

or  are  they  just  holes? 

21  get  into  it  we're  finding  more  and  more. 

21 

MR.  SCANLON:    They're  holes.     In  the 

22                      BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Could  you  say. 

22 

deeper  holes,  in  the  979  area,  we  have  covered 

23  in  bringing  me  another  physical  dimension,  how. 

23 

those  with  fence  panels.    But  we  also  surround  the 

24  typically,  the  excavation  is?    I  mean,  you're 

24 

sites  with  fences  and  warning  signs. 

25  talking  about  volume  of  material,  but  how  deep  down 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    All  of  our 
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are  fenced  off  so  the  general  public  can't 
get  in.    Although,  when  I  was  out  jogging  this 
ling,  there  are  some  holes  that  are  about  that 
p.    They  are  all  fenced  off.    Later  on  we  can 
grade  the  site  so  we  can  use  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    So  there's  no 
concern  about  erosion?    That  the  quality  of  the 
soil  is  such  that  you  don't  have  to  worry  about 
that? 

BOARDMEHBER  HENDERSON:    Actually,  I 

was  at  the  Crissy  Field  Rifle  Institute.    Those  are 
nice  vertical  walls,  it  hasn't  sluffed  at  all,  even 
the  East  of  Mason  site.    But  they're  relatively 
vertical.    These  are  only  three- feet  deep. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Can  you  give 

>  us  the  range  of  the  disposal  cost  that  are  current 
'  right  now? 

!  MR.  SCANLON:    For  a  nonhazardous 

>  waste,  it's  about  $21  a  ton,  just  for  disposal. 

3  For  a  California  hazardous  waste,  it's  about  $52. 

1  For  a  Class  1  waste  --  we  have  a  Class  1  waste  that 

2  requires  stabilization  --  that's  at  $146.  Those 

3  are  the  three  types  of  soil  that  we're  moving. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Is  there  any 

5  asbestos  at  all  in  the  materials  that  you  have 
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1  removed? 
2 

3  seen. 
4 


MR.  SCANLON:    No,  not  that  we've 


BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    What  is  the 

5  difference  in  cost  when  you  thought  it  was 

6  originally  40  tons,  as  a  percentage,  and  now  you 

7  say  450?    About  what  is  the  approximate  difference 

8  in  cost? 

9  MR.  SCANLON:    We  have  an  incremental 

10  cost.    We  have  some  cost  to  do  the  workplans  and 

11  coordination,  and  that  kind  of  thing.    So  for 

12  incremental  cost,  we  try  to  handle  those  as  best  we 

13  can  through  our  contract. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:     I'm  trying 

15  to  get  the  percentage  difference  between  your 

16  original  estimate  and  when  you  ended  up  doing  it. 

17  What  is  the  difference  in  cost? 

18  MR.  SCANLON:    That's  kind  of  a 

19  difficult  one  for  me  to  answer.    On  a  site  like 

20  East  of  Mason  where  the  soil  is  seven  times  more, 

21  it's  not  seven  times  more  cost.    We'll  see  a  bit 

22  less  than  the  --  multiplying  times  the  amount  of 

23  increase. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:      So  if  you 

25  look  at  it  as  a  percentage,  you're  talking  about  20 
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1  percent  more  than  what  you  have  estimated,  even 

2  though  it's  seven  times? 

3  MR.  SCANLON:    That's  a  tough  one  for 

4  me. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I'm  not  sure 

6  what  your  question  is. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    In  any 

8  project,  when  you  start  off  with  an  original 

9  estimate,  and  you  have  a  change  order,  there  is 

10  obviously  added  cost.    What  I'm  trying  to  gather, 

11  when  you  start  off  with  a  40-ton  estimate  and  you 

12  end  up  with  450  tons,  what  is  that  percentage 

13  difference? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  since 

15  the  East  of  Mason  stuff  goes  to  a  Class  2  landfill, 

16  that's  $21  a  ton  disposal,  and  we  have  some  other 

17  costs  for  shipping  it  out,  and  everything  else,  so 

18  $80  times  400.    But  we  haven't  finished  the  project 

19  so  we  can't  say  we're  over,  project  wise. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Are  you  on 

21  schedule? 

2?  MR.  SCANLON:    Right  now  we  are  a  bit 

23   (ind  schedule,  and  that's  mostly  due  to  the 

24  late-season  rains.    We've  run  into  a  few  areas 

25  where  there  are  some  archeological  concerns,  but 
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1  we're  planning  on  getting  our  production  rate  back 

2  to  where  we  can  get  to  our  goal  of  finishing. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Finishing  mid 

4  July? 

5  MR.  SCANLON:    No.    We'd  like  to 

6  finish  August  1st. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else? 

8  Thank  you.    Next  is  the  Crissy  Field  Contingency 

9  Plan. 

10  MS.  PATTON:    Most  of  you  know  me. 

11  I'm  Cathy  Patton,  and  I'm  with  Woodward/Clyde.  I'm 

12  part  of  the  IT  team  working  at  the  Presidio.  I'd 

13  like  to  cover,  tonight,  sort  of  a  brief  overview  of 

14  the  Contingency  Action  Plan  for  the  Crissy  Field 

15  restoration  project. 

16  Specifically,  I'll  talk  about  the  background 

17  for  the  Contingency  Action  Plan,  the  purpose  of  the 

18  plan,  some  of  the  highlights  so  you  can  get  a  feel 

19  for  it,  the  outline,  which  will  also  tell  you  a 

20  little  bit  about  the  scope  of  the  plan,  the  general 

21  process  that  we're  using  in  the  plan,  and  then  the 

22  schedule  that  we're  on  for  the  project  for  the 

23  plan. 

24  As  we  just  talked  about,  GGNPA  will  begin  , 

25  their  restoration  construction  activity  for  July 
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1  and  August,  that  schedule  is  still  flexible.  And 

2  as  you  know,  we  just  recently  prepared  the  remedial 

3  action  plan  for  Crissy  Field,  which  describes  the 

4  remediation  that's  being  conducted  before  GGNPA 

5  starts  their  construction  activities. 

6  That  remedial  action  plan  also  states  that 

7  this  contingency  plan  will  be  prepared  prior  to  the 

8  restoration  construction  activities.    And  just  as  a 

9  point  of  background,  the  Army  is  preparing  the  plan 

10  right  now.    It's  in  its  final  draft  stages,  and 

11  they  prepared  it  in  association  with  the  Park 

12  Service  and  GGNPA. 

13  The  purpose  of  the  plan  is  that  the  plan 

14  provides  a  program  that  allows  us  to  address  the 

15  potential  for  unidentified  contamination  to  be 

16  encountered  during  the  restoration  construction 

17  activities.    Ue  characterize  the  area,  we're  out 

18  there  conducting  the  remediation  right  now.    Due  to 

19  the  nature  of  the  activities  in  that  area, 

20  historically,  and  the  massive  work  that's  going  to 

21  be  done,  we  realized  that  we  could  encounter 

22  something,  so  we  need  to  be  prepared.    We  need  to 

23  manage  any  material  that  we  might  encounter 

24  appropriately  and  keep  the  restoration  construction 

25  project  on  schedule.    So  that's  the  purpose  behind 
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1  regulatory  applicability.    It  talks  about  the 

2  different  regulations  that  apply,  the  cleanup 

3  levels  that  we're  going  to  use,  so  it  is  all 

4  specified  right  there.    The  meat  of  the  plan  is  in 

5  the  contingency. 

6  Pre- restoration  construction  activities  talk 

7  about  the  health  and  safety  plans  that  we  use. 

8  Staging  areas  that  we'll  look  at  to  decide  whether 

9  or  not  we  need  to  construct  temporary  staging  areas 

10  before  we  start  the  work,  so  if  we  encounter 

11  something  we  have  a  way  to  handle  it.    It  talks 

12  about  subcontractor  coordination.  Permits, 

13  clearances,  notifications  that  we  need.    How  we're 

14  going  to  handle  any  cultural  or  archeological 

15  things  that  we  might  encounter,  and  also,  kickoff 

16  meetings  for  the  plan.    So  the  meat  of  the  plan  is 

17  in  the  contingency  response  procedures,  and  I'll 

18  come  to  this  in  a  minute. 

19  Then  the  plan  goes  on  to  talk  about  how  we're 

20  going  to  document  the  activities  if  we  come  across 

21  something. 

22  So  let  me  talk  for  a  minute  about  the  general 

23  process  that  the  plan  describes.    We're  currently 

24  working  on  some  of  the  details  in  the  plan. 

25  The  general  process  involves  observing  and 
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1  the  Contingency  Action  Plan. 

2  The  plan  provides  flexible  coordination 

3  between  the  Army,  the  Park  Service  and  GGNPA.  It 

4  includes  specific  testing  and  sampling  details, 

5  mostly  by  reference  to  other  documents  so  we  know 

6  exactly  how  we're  going  to  proceed.    It  applies  to 

7  levels  that  are  specified  in  the  RAP.    It  complies 

8  with  the  ARARs,  or  the  regulations  in  the  RAP. 

9  It's  protective  of  the  public,  and  again,  it's  a 

10  cooperative  effort  between  the  Army  and  the 

11  National  Park  Service  and  GGNPA. 

12  This  is  essentially  the  outline  of  the 

13  report,  which  gives  you  an  idea  of  what  the  scope 

14  is.    Like  most  reports,  it  has  an  introduction,  and 

15  in  the  introduction  it  talks  about  the  purpose  of 

16  the  plan,  how  the  plan  is  going  to  be  implemented. 

17  One  of  the  most  important  things  in  the 

18  introduction  is  it  has  a  section  on  the  roles  for 

19  different  people  who  will  be  participating.  It 

20  explains  what  their  roles  will  be,  what  their 

21  responsibilities  will  be,  so  it  clarifies  how 

22  things  will  be  done.    The  plan  itself  includes  a 

23  lot  of  flow  charts  that  talk  about  some  of  the 

24  response  procedures. 

25  The  second  section  of  the  report  is  the 
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1  identifying  potential  sources  of  contamination. 

2  The  notification  upon  identifying  the  source  to  the 

3  appropriate  personnel,  the  on-site  people  that  are 

4  in  the  field  will  notify  the  Army.    The  Army  will 

5  send  a  representative  to  the  field.    The  team  that 

6  meets  on  site  will  conduct  a  source  evaluation  and 

7  determine  which  way  to  proceed  and  how  to  remove 

8  the  source. 

9  The  source  evaluation  sort  of  separated  the 

10  plan  into  the  potential  of  encountering  four  types 

11  of  contaminate  sources.    Visibly  stained  soil,  or 

12  soil  that  has  an  odor  to  it  that  might  be 

13  indicative  of  potential  contamination.  Drums, 

14  containers,  things  like  that.    Asbestos  containing 

15  debris,  and  also,  things  we  don't  expect  to 

16  encounter,  medical  waste,  or  something  like  that, 

17  but  we  need  to  plan  for  it. 

18  So  once  we  find  a  source  and  we  evaluate  it, 

19  it  will  be  removed,  the  material  will  be  removed 

20  and  taken  to  a  temporary  storage  area.  Following 

21  that,  there's  a  process  for  verification  sampling, 

22  assuring  that  the  contamination  has  been  removed. 

23  There's  a  process  for  disposing  of  the  soil,  if 

24  it's  going  to  a  temporary  storage  area. 

25  The  schedule  that  we're  proceeding  on  right 
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.ne  document  will  be  available  for  regulatory 

2  ,view  in  mid  June,  so  coming  up  shortly.    It  will 

3  finalized  prior  to  GGNPA's  restoration 

4  otruction  activities.    The  document  will  be 

5  available  in  the  BEC  Office  when  it  is  finalized, 

6  if  anyone  wants  to  take  a  look  at  it.    So  that's  a 

7  brief  overview. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    You  mentioned 

9  very  briefly  in  the  previous  construction 

10  activities,  a  concern  about  possible  archeological 

11  sites,  but  nothing  else  was  mentioned  here.    Do  you 

12  have  a  procedure  plan  for  dealing  with  that 

13  possibi lity? 

14  MS.  PATTON:    The  Army  plans  to  follow 

15  the  existing  archeological  protocols  that  have  been 

16  in  place  a  long  time  here,  and  it's  our  standard 

17  two-year  process  that  we  always  use.    The  Park 

18  Service  has  their  own  plan  or  procedures  that  they 

19  will  implement  if  they  are  involved. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    So  in  other 

21  words,  this  is  essentially  something  that  you  turn 

22  over  to  the  Park  Service  if  an  archeological  site 

23  is  discovered  that  wasn't  known  before? 

24  MS.  PATTON:    No,  I  don't  think  it's 

25  really  a  turn  over.    The  protocols  that  we  have  in 
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1  place  are  driven  by  regulations  that  regulate  those 

2  kinds  of  discoveries  and  notifications.  Typically, 

3  now,  if  we  come  across  something  in  the  work  that 

4  they're  doing,  if  it  looks  significant,  they  shut 

5  down  the  job  and  the  archeologist  comes  out  and 

6  takes  a  look,  and  if  the  determination  is  that  it's 

7  significant,  we  get  the  Park  Service  involved  and 

8  they  also  take  a  look. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    One  of  the 

10  things  that  we  differ  from  Crissy  Field  is  the 

11  primary  focus  will  be  the  restoration  activities 

12  will  be  undertaken  by  the  Golden  Gate  National 

13  Park's  Association  working  with  the  National  Park 

14  Service.    So  unlike  an  Army  activity,  the  Park 

15  Service  and  the  Association  will  be  giving  over  the 

16  work  and  following  its  own  protocols  for  that,  as 

17  or  if  contamination  is  found.    Then  whoever  is 

18  taking  care  of  the  contamination  gets  it  out  of  the 

19  way  of  the  cleanup  following  the  Contingency  Action 

20  Plan,  and  will  follow  whatever  protocols  are 

21  appropriate,  be  it  the  Park  Service,  the  Park 

22  Association,  or  the  Army. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  who  from  the 

24  Park  Service  is  going  to  be  notified  if  you  come 

25  across  one  of  these  sites? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Leo  Barker. 

2  For  the  Park  Service,  Leo  would  be  the  primary 

3  contact. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:     HOW  did  this 

5  differ  from  a  normal  Health  and  Safety  Plan  for 

6  this  project? 

7  MS.  PATTON:    There's  not  necessarily 

8  a  different  plan  that  will  be  written.    We  will 

9  follow  the  standard  Health  and  Safety  Plans  that  we 

10  have. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  ROSENBAUM:    For  the 

12  unidentified  contamination  you  are  just  going  to  do 

13  what  you  would  do  in  the  Health  and  Safety  Plan 

14  anyway,  right? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Health  and 

16  Safety  Plans  don't  deal  with  cleanup,  they  just 

17  deal  with  how  do  you  prevent  your  workers  from 

18  being  hurt.    This  plan  gives  us  the  other  portion. 

19  If  I  discovered  something,  not  only  are  my  workers 

20  safe,  but  we  have  to  make  the  public  safe,  so  we'll 

21  end  up  cleaning  this  up. 

2?  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Are  there  any 

23  ^..ugetary  additions  to  satisfy  additional  work? 

24  MS.  PATTON:    This  plan  does  not 

25  discuss  that  aspect. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    This  plan 

2  doesn't  address  the  budgetary  requirements  for  any 

3  unforeseen  contaminates.    There  are  agreements 

4  between  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  National 

5  Park  Service  if  we  can't  react  to  a  situation  and 

6  the  National  Park  Service  can,  there  are  avenues 

7  for  reimbursement.    It's  desired  that  we  would  take 

8  care  of  a  problem.    We  don't  anticipate  there  being 

9  any  large  problems. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Is  the  Trust 

11  involved  with  these  procedures  in  any  way? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    For  this 

13  activity,  this  is  in  Area  A  of  the  Presidio,  which 

14  will  retain  jurisdiction  for  the  National  Park 

15  Service.    So  there  is  a  peripheral  involved  with 

16  the  Trust,  just  because  we're  working  together,  the 

17  Park  Service  and  the  Trust,  on  all  the  activities 

18  right  now.    But  as  far  as  a  principle  involvement, 

19  it's  less  than  some  of  the  other  activities. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Item  5.D. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    As  you  heard 

22  tonight  earlier,  from  Jim  Meadows,  and  as  he's 

23  mentioned  at  the  four  public  meetings  regarding 

24  Presidio  Trust  plans,  there  is  a  parallel  Trust 

25  process  going  on  with  regards  to  feasibility  sites 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


Page  11 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


45 


1  in  the  Main  Installation  area.    One  process,  as  he 

2  mentioned,  is  the  high-level  negotiations  going 

3  on.    The  other  process  is  what  the  local  staff  is 

4  doing.    That  process  was  recently  resurrected  based 

5  on  initiatives  from  the  Army.    So  we're  in  the 

6  process  of  trying  to  move  the  discussions,  forward 

7  with  handling  the  Main  Installation  at  that  site. 

8  We  recently  received  supplemental  comments 

9  from  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board  regarding  the 

10  Main  Installation  sites,  and  also  today  we  received 

11  supplemental  comments  from  the  Presidio  Trust. 

12  So  the  Army  is  in  the  process  of  evaluating 

13  these  additional  comments,  and  expects  to  have  a 

14  series  of  discussions  with  the  stakeholders  to 

15  address  these  concerns  and  move  forward,  and  try  to 

16  finalize  the  FS.    We  expect  that  process  is  going 

17  to  occur  over  the  next  several  months. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  there's  two 

19  parallel  sets  of  discussions,  negotiations,  going 

20  on? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.    As  Jim 

22  mentioned,  right. 

23  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I'm  a  little  bit 

24  confused  on  that.    So  the  Trust  and  the  Army  will 

25  be  having  discussions,  and  then  there  will  be  this 
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1  other  process  that  you  just  mentioned? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.    There  are 

3  two  completely  different  things  going  on,  and  they 

4  are  not  related  to  each  other  in  any  way. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Is  the  Trust's 

6  alternative  remedial  proposal  considered  a  public 

7  document  that's  in  your  library  at  this  point? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  only 

9  received  one  copy  of  the  document,  and  we  just  got 

10  it  today.    As  far  as  I  understand,  their  intention 

11  was  to  submit  that  as  supplemental  comments  to  the 

12  FS,  just  as  you  all  submitted  supplemental 

13  comments.    So  when  we  get  an  opportunity  to  make 

14  some  additional  copies,  then  we'll  put  them  into 

15  their  respective  libraries. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Mark  had 

17  mentioned  that  the  Main  Installation  Committee  had 

18  three  copies. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  you  already 

20  have  three  copies  for  the  RAB. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

22  questions  on  this  topic?    Seeing  none,  why  don't  we 

23  break  for  10  or  15  minutes,  and  we'll  finish  up. 

24  (Break) 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Monthly  Reports, 
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1  Status  Reports,  on  a  variety  of  sites. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     For  the  DEH 

3  area,  we  are  currently  awaiting  funding  to  begin 

4  that  process  again.    The  last  activity  was  posting 

5  the  trees  for  removal;  that  was  a  City  of  San 

6  Francisco  requirement.    We've  done  that  for  a 

7  period  of  30  days.    We  made  sure  there  was  no 

8  nesting  birds  in  there.    When  we  receive  funding 

9  we'll  be  able  to  continue  our  remediation  activity 

10  there.    It  is  anticipated  that  the  Army  will 

11  transfer  funds  to  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

12  within  two  weeks,  and  we  can  proceed  shortly 

13  thereafter. 

14  For  the  Nike  Facility,  the  group  that's 

15  preparing  the  workplan  for  the  removal  activity 

16  there  has  passed  that  plan  to  the  Army  Corps  of 

17  Engineers.    It  is  currently  under  our  review.  I 

18  would  anticipate  some  updates  to  that  and  it  then 

19  would  be  available  for  public  and  regulatory  review 

20  on  or  about  the  end  of  June  or  an  early  July  time 

21  frame.    We  had  to  make  some  adjustments  to  that 

22  plan,  based  on  some  new  requirements  for  lead-base 

23  paint  and  asbestos.    So  that  cost  some  additional 

24  work  on  that  plan  that  we  hadn't  originally 

25  anticipated.    But  again,  that  plan  should  be  out 
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1  for  public  and  agency  review  early  July. 

2  I'm  going  to  pass  over  Building  207  and  let 

3  Roger  pick  that  up  at  the  end. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Bruce,  do  you  have 

5  an  anticipated  time  when  the  remediation  might 

6  occur  at  Nike? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Yes.  Depending 

8  on  comments  from  the  agency  and  the  public,  I  don't 

9  anticipate  very  many,  it's  a  pretty  straightforward 

10  activity,  we  would  anticipate  beginning  our 

11  remedial  activities  in  August. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Was  the  asbestos 

13  anticipated? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  knew  there 

15  was  an  asbestos  panel  in  a  firing  control  room.  We 

16  didn't  anticipate  the  complications  in  a  workplan 

17  for  that.    More  or  less,  that's  Health  and  Safety 

18  requirements  with  the  asbestos  and  lead-base 

19  paint.    They  are  treated  rather  uniquely  in  the 

20  Health  and  Safety  Plans. 

21  Building  680.    We  recently  went  back  out  and 

22  excavated  an  additional  40  cubic  yards.    I  believe 

23  we  excavated  that  material,  collected  some  samples, 

24  and  I  believe  they  resulted  in  an  additional 

25  step-out  of  another  10  cubic  yards.    Right  now 
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1  we're  waiting  data  from  those  samples  and  it  is 

2  anticipated  that  will  complete  the  soil  removal 

3  ivities  there.    We're  anticipating  a  draft 

4  .sure  report  in  early  August,  and  that  should 

5  take  care  of  that  site. 

6  The  golf  course.    We  recently  met  with  the 

7  Park  Service,  the  Arnold  Palmer  Company,  the 

8  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  and  the 

9  Trust,  to  discuss  a  plan  of  action  for  the  golf 

10  course  site.    That's  a  petroleum  site,  if  you've 

11  forgotten.    Part  of  the  problem  there  revolved 

12  around  the  Arnold  Palmer  Organization  wanting  to  do 

13  some  development  in  an  area  that  we  had  yet  to 

14  complete  our  remediation  in.    They  had  some 

15  specific  plans  for  storm-water  control.  The 

16  ultimate  decision  was  that  we  would  go  ahead  and 

17  collect  some  soil-boring  information  so  that  they 

18  can  continue  with  their  design.    They  would  also 

19  remove  some  of  the  surface  features  so  we  could 

20  remove  about  1000  yards  of  petroleum  contaminated 

21  soil.    Following  that  activity  we  could  go  ahead 

22  and  prepare  a  site  investigation  report  to  insure 

23  we  had  good  characterization  of  the  site. 

24  >  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN :     Is  soil  removal 

25  still  going  on  at  the  golf  course? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    No,  we  postponed 

2  that.    Essentially,  we  excavated  all  the  soil  we 

3  could  at  this  point.    There's  a  small  building  and 

4  a  parking  lot  that's  keeping  us  from  excavating 

5  that  soil.    I  think  the  Arnold  Palmer  Company  has 

6  to  do  some  adjustments  so  they  can  accommodate  some 

7  parking,  and  the  activities  that  were  contained  in 

8  that  building,  before  they  can  remove  those 

9  features,  and  before  we  can  go  in  and  excavate  our 

10  soil. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Going  back  to 

12  your  report  on  the  DEH  remedial  action.    As  I 

13  followed  your  presentation,  you  were  talking  about 

14  waiting  for  funding.    And  then  tagging  the  trees, 

15  or  putting  notices  on  the  trees,  and  then  moving 

16  ahead.    One  assumes  that  you  will  get  the  funding? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Yes.  It's 

18  completely  anticipated  we  will  receive  the 

19  funding.    The  tagging  of  the  trees  occurred  some 

20  time  ago.    I  believe  it  was  very  early  in  April. 

21  So  the  30-day  posting  period  was  the  month  of 

22  April.    We  ran  out  of  funds.    We  have  a  few  dollars 

23  left,  but  nothing  substantial. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    And  when  do  you 

25  anticipate  funding? 
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1 
2 

3  ahead  and 
4 


BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL: 
BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA: 


Two  weeks. 

And  then  will  go 

Resume  our 


And  when  do  you 
I  would  say  that 


BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL: 

5  remedial  activities. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA: 

7  expect  that  to  be  completed? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL: 

9  we  have  about  475  tons.    My  guess  is  that  they 

10  should  be  able  to  complete  the  remedial  removal 

11  action  in  June.    Interim  data  report,  closure 

12  report,  in  August,  I'm  sorry,  July  or  August.  If 

13  we  can't  meet  the  August  deadline,  we'll  provide 

14  the  Park  Service  an  interim  data  report  so  they  can 

15  proceed  with  their  plans. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    You're  not  going 

17  to  start  the  work  until  you  get  the  money? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    That's  correct. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    It's  going  to 

20  take  two  weeks  to  get  the  money,  which  is  going  to 

21  put  you  in  the  third  week  of  June.    You  can  get  it 

22  done  in  a  week? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL: 

24  take  a  little  longer  than  a  week. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER: 


Well,  it  might 


Regarding 
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1  Nike.    If  one  just  walks  by  there  and  looks  through 

2  the  fence,  there's  a  lot  of  machinery.    Does  that 

3  have  anything  to  do  with  the  Army? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    That's  Park 

5  Service  equipment  that's  out  there  now. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    You're  just 

7  using  it  for  storage? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    That's  my 

9  understanding,  yes. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Secondly,  you 

11  were  saying  new  asbestos  and  lead.    Did  you  mean 

12  there  actually  are  new  ones  that  recently  appeared 

13  for  the  site? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  have  an 

15  industrial  hygienist  at  the  Sacramento  District, 

16  and  he's  indicated  that  there  were  definitely  new 

17  lead  paint  requirements  in  terms  of  Health  and 

18  Safety  Codes  that  need  to  be  implemented.    It's  not 

19  like  a  normal  Health  and  Safety  Plan,  it's  not  a 

20  normal  workplan.    They  are  regulated  by  different 

21  organizations,  so  they're  done  a  little 

22  differently. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Oh,  these  are 

24  regulations  for  people  who  are  working  there? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Yes.  These 
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1  are  all  worker  .Health  and  Safety  Regulations. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  for 

3  Bruce?    Okay,  Roger. 

4  BOARDHEMBER  HENDERSON:    We  had  a 

5  meeting  today  at  1:00,  which  was  the  Building 

6  231/207  Corrective  Action  Plan.    National  Park 

7  Service  was  there,  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the 

8  Water  Board,  and  Doug  and  Mark  were  there  from  the 

9  RAB. 

10  In  summary,  what  we've  been  discussing  a  lot 

11  lately  are  sort  of  our  cleanup  levels  for  the 

12  freshwater  eco  zone  and  how  they  apply,  and  how  to 

13  deal  with  cleaning  up  a  site  when  you  don't  know 

14  exactly  where  the  riparian  corridor  is  going  to 

15  be.    Do  we  clean  up  the  entire  site  to  the  most 

16  strictest  standards?    Or,  do  we  clean  up  a  portion 

17  of  it  now  to  our  site  cleanup  requirements  for 

18  human  health  and  eco,  or  do  we  wait?    So  we 

19  basically  have  been  going  through  that  the  last 

20  couple  of  meetings. 

21  Today  we  sort  of  looked  at  the  list  of 

22  alternatives  that  we  have  come  up  with  over  the 

23  last  few  months,  and  kind  of  pared  that  list  down 

24  from  nine  to  about  five.    Basically,  where  it  was 

25  left  today,  the  Army's  going  to  go  back  and 
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1  but  from  their  perspective,  we  want  to  optimize 

2  utilization  of  the  resources,  and  certainly,  I  can 

3  understand  there's  a  certain  reluctance  to  clean  up 

4  the  entire  site  to  the  strictest  standard  that 

5  would  be  applied  right  in  the  center  of  the 

6  stream. 

7  So  we're  trying  to  keep  that  in  mind.  And 

8  we're  also  trying  to  preserve  the  ability  of  that 

9  future  restoration,  in  case  it  does  happen  to  go 

10  through  some  of  the  worst  contamination.    So  those 

11  are  some  of  the  issues.    Hopefully,  what  those 

12  estimates  will  come  up  with  is  a  broad  range,  and 

13  then  there  might  be  something  in  the  middle,  and  we 

14  would  propose  that  back  to  the  group  for  your 

15  examination. 

16  Okay.    We  are  at  the  review  of  the  RPM 

17  meeting. 

18  B0AR0MEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  RPM 

19  meeting  was  this  morning  from  9:30  until  12:00.  We 

20  have  covered  all  of  the  topics  we  talked  about 

21  tonight,  except  for  the  lead-base  paint 

22  discussion.    And  there  was  a  presentation  by  the 

23  California  Department  of  Health  Services,  Childhood 

24  Lead  Poisoning  Prevention  Branch,  along  with  the 

25  DTSC.    And  on  March  30th,  1998,  the  State  of 
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1  estimate  what  it  would  cost  to  clean  the  entire 

2  site  up  as  if  the  riparian  corridor,  the  stream, 

3  were  going  to  be  going  through  the  middle  of  it,  or 

4  clean  the  site  up  as  if  the  riparian  corridor  were 

5  going  to  go  around  the  site. 

6  At  this  point  in  time,  nobody  can  say  for 

7  certain  where  that  corridor  is  going  to  go.  So 

8  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  sort  of  border  both 

9  extremes  of  cost.    One  being  what  we  have  to  do 

10  right  now  if  there  were  going  to  be  no  corridor. 

11  Then  the  other  being  the  worst  case,  where  it  goes 

12  right  through  the  middle  of  the  site.    And  then 

13  after  that  we  have  set  another  meeting  for  some 

14  time  in  July.    The  next  meeting  will  be  the  21st  of 

15  July.    So  in  the  meantime,  we're  going  to  come  up 

16  and  get  some  costs  so  we  can  get  a  range. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    That  was  a  pretty 

18  good  summary  for  a  meeting  that  lasted  about  three 

19  hours  or  so.    During  that  period  we  had  a  lot  of 

20  back  and  forth  discussions  about  the  siting  of  the 

21  corridor.    What  it  might  look  like,  the 

22  configuration  of  the  stream.    Does  it  meander?  How 

23  wide  does  it  go?    What  kind  of  plans  might  be 

24  there?    So  there  is  some  uncertainty  as  to  where  it 

25  might  go.    And  I  don't  want  to  speak  for  the  Army, 
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1  California  promulgated  new  regulations.  This 

2  regulation  is:    Title  17,  California  Code  of 

3  Regulations,  Division  1,  Chapter  8,  Accreditation, 

4  Certification  and  Work  Practices  in  Lead-Related 

5  Construction. 

6  My  understanding  is  this  is  the  state's 

7  implementation  of  Federal  Title  X  Regulations.  So 

8  the  state  will  now  be  regulating  what  was  formally 

9  Title  X,  lead-base  paint  in  residential  buildings 

10  and  public  buildings. 

11  So  there  was  discussion  of  this  regulation, 

12  how  it  applies  to  the  Presidio,  how  it  interfaces 

13  with  CERCLA  Regulations.    I  think  everyone  agrees 

14  that  this  does  apply  some  how.    If  there  are  any 

15  questions  on  that,  Romy's  here  to  enlighten  you  a 

16  little  more  on  that  tonight. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    There's  this 

18  ongoing  debate  whether  lead-based  paint  is  a  CERCLA 

19  release.    Our  agency's  opinion  is  that  it  is  a 

20  CERCLA  release.    So  the  CERCLA  process  needs  to  be 

21  applied  in  the  cleanup  investigation  of  lead-base 

22  paint.    But  obviously,  the  Army  disagrees  with 

23  that,  so  there's  this  ongoing  debate  that  is  still 

24  unresolved,  and  it  has  been  elevated  to  the  highest 

25  level.    We're  still  waiting  for  a  resolution. 
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1                       FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else  on 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS-     I  think  it 

2  the  RPM  meeting? 

2 

unnlH  hp  hplnful    if  vnii  uant  anv  Arim/  naptioinatinn 

HUUl  U                IICLUI  UL       II       Y  UU     Kal  1  L     Oily     r\  1  Illy     Uul    1  1  L-  1  L_>0  L  1  UL  1 

3                            BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN-     No  Ue 

3 

in   th  i  c      t  n   i  Hpnt  i         uh  ppp  \/ra  i  uant   t  n   ■frtrnc  thp 
111    L 1 1  I  &  f     Lv     1  UCl  ILI  \  j    Wild  C    yUU    Hal  1  L     LU    T  UL>Uo  tilt? 

4       ^red  it  all. 

4 

tni in        T  n  a  tun- hm ip  1 1 mp  f  ppitip  voi i  fpptainl  v 

LUUI  ■         i  I  1    CI     INU    1 IUUI       L  1 IIIC     1  1  dlllC    yUU    led   La  1  I  1 1,  y 

5                           FACILITATOR  KERN-     Anv  other 

5 

^nlllHn't    1  Ckftk   Pt   PVPPV  cit"P     Kill*    if   vnii  unnt-  t'rt 
UUU  IUI  ILL  WL/fv    al    CVCI  y    si  lc(     UU  L     11     /UU    WdllL  LU 

6  announcements  for  tonight? 

6 

f  net  ]«;  nn  Tri  q^v  F  i  p  1  H     nr  mavhp  enmp   1  anrif  i  1  I 
i  ui/Uo  ui  i  o  i  i  joy    r  iciu(    ui    ma  yuc  oljiiic    l  ai  iu  i  i  i  i 

7                            BOARDMEMBER  URIGHT-     Up  do  have  a 

i                                        punixL/intriDtn    ni\iun  i  ■       hc   uu   nave  o 

7 

ul  cab,    Ul     Wild  Level  ,     1    &UyLjcS>L    JrUU    IdKc   a    lOUIt  dl 

8  date  for  the  new  members,  and  anyone  else  that 

8 

thp  RT   np  Qfimp  nf  l"hp  nt"hpr  inf nrnwtinn  that  vnii 

LIIC    IX  1      Ul       OUHIC     Ul       LI  IC     ULIlCl        IIIIUIIIICILI  Ul  1     LI  IO  L     J  UL4 

9  would  like  to  ioin  u<i  for  the  Prp<;iHin-<5itp  tnur 

'      HUU  L  \J     L  1  l\C                JUIII     US      1  Ul       11  IC     rl  CO  IUIU     Ol  IC     LUUI  a 

9 

h pvp   am  imi  1 1  a  t  pH  r»vpp  uni  in   t  i  mp  hope      anrl   f  i  ni  ipp 
nave  aLrLrUiiiu  la  Leu  uvci    yuui     Llllle  llel  c,   allu   l  lyuie 

10  It  wi L L  be  the  first  of  manv  tours  we1 re  aoina  to 

i  w    n  i  l  l              liiu     i  j  1  o  l-    u  i     niai  1  y     twui  o    n  ^-    i  w    y  v  i  i  ly 

10 

rait  uhat  vnii  want   tn  rin     uhat  vnii  uant   tn   I  nnlr  at 

UU  L     Wl  la  L     y  UU    Hal  1 L     LU    UU  j     NI  la  L     yUU    Hal  1 L     LU     L  UUFi  dLj 

11  have      It  will  be  next  Thur^dav    June  18  Ue'rp 

11 

anH   1  Pt  lie   Irnnu     anH  than  up  ran  hoi  n  \/nii  in  thic 

al  IU    L  C  L    Ud    M  IUH  i    al  IU    LI  lei  1    NC    Uall    1  IC  L  yJ    y  UU     III    LI  1  1  & 

12  aoina  to  meet  at  the  Buraer  Kina  Darkina  lot  Tt 

i  *-    y  i  i  i*j    l-u    nieu  l.    aw     tut    uwi  y d     i\  1  1  iy    r'a '  ™  '  '  *y    L  u  L  ■        l  L 

12 

fort . 

13  will  be  from  about  6:00  to  8:00  in  the  evening.  If 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  URIGHT-     Great  Thank 

uvni\i/riLriuLi\    nixi  uu  i  ■       u  i  ea  l  ■       1 1  j  at  iin 

14  everyone  could  arrive  about  5:45,  we'll  be  leaving 

14 

vou  verv  much      I  heme  Julie  and  Mark  will  be 

y  uu    » i  y    ii  iuui  i  ■        iii  uuc    u  u  l  i  c    ui  i\a    iiui  n    will  Lve 

15  at  6:00.    And  again,  that's  for  new  RAB  members. 

15 

arrnmnanvi na  uc.       Tt  ui  1  1   he  mnQtlv  infnrmal  anH 

u^uiii|aji  ly  1 1  ly    uo  ■       i  i    n  i  l  l    uw   iiiuo  l>  l  y     1 1 1 1  uj  ina  w  g    ai  iu 

16  but  we  would  welcome  anyone  that  would  like  to  join 

16 

mn^tlv  an  lntrnHiiftnpv  mpptina       Ppnnl  p  ui  1  1  mppt 

iiiuo  f.  l  y    ail    iiiii  uuujU  iui  y    nice  l  i  i  ly  _       r  cuu  l  e   hill    nice  L 

17  with  us. 

17 

at  the  Buraer  ICina  Darkina  Lot  with  the  idea  that 

li  l.    li        uui  y^i     i\.  1 1  ly    ua  i^iiiy    lul    n  i  lji    l  i  i  e    iuea    l  1 1  a  l 

18                          BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS-     Is  it  vour 

18 

up  '  1  1    nrnhah  1  v/  pa pnnn  1     in   ac    f  pu  pa pc   ac   uo  pan 
we    i  L    pi  uuaUl  y   L*a  1  puu L    IN  da    1  ew  lal  a   da   Wc  Cal  1 . 

19  intention  to  have  a  self -guided  tour,  or  did  you 

19 

RnARDMFMRFR  rHFFVFR"      Tt  QPPmpH  1 i kp 

OUnMyi'ltl'IDLll     UllL- 1.  V  Ul\  .          1  L-     jCCI  1 ICU     L  1  fvC 

20  want  i nf ormat i on  on  speci  f  i c  areas?   What  do  you 

20 

a  nnmhpr  of  PAR  mpnrihppQ.  ppp  intpppctppl  in  thp 
a  iiuiihjci    ui    ixnD   uielliuci  o   dl  c    iiilci  cslcu    ill  Lllc 

21  want  to  do  at  this  tour? 

21 

TPUQt'«5   F  l  nanr  i  a  1    Manaapmpnt   Plan        .lim  Mparinuq  HiH 
i  i  uo  l    v->    r  ii  iai  iu  i  a  l    i  iui  layenici  i  l    r  l  ai  i  ■       u  i  in  ricuuurio   u  i  u 

22                       BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:    It's  just  sort 

22 

mpnt  i  on  a  mPPt  i  no     hi  it   T  Hon '  t  th  i  ok  hp  mpnt  i  onpH 
iiiciiliuii  a  iiiccLiiiy,   uul   i   uun   l    liiiiik  lie  nici  il  i  ui  icu 

23  of  an  i ntroductory  tour .    Some  of  us  haven 1 1 

23 

1"  h  p   t"  i  mp  nr   nlapp        T  t '  c   ■  mnp  p   Fnrt   Mac  on      at  thp 
liic    l  tine  ui    uiolc.       i  l   o   u^juei     rui  l  ridouii,    ai  liic 

24  actually  seen  some  of  the  locations  of  the 

24 

rcrcw Rfl  HeaHni larfpr'c  RnilHi nn  at  7* AnH  Qharnn 
uuniPtM  ncdULjUdi  Lei    &  ou  I  tuiiiy  dl   i  .  ju.     HllUf   Olldl  uilf 

25  landfills  and  sites. 

25 

I  wonder  if  you  happen  to  know,  would  he  be 
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ou 

1  re-oresent  i  na  the  Dlan' 

1       l   \~              VOVI  Ik  1                LI  IW      UIQI  1, 

i 

PFPnPTFP IQ  PFPTTFTPflTF 
KCrUK  1  CK    O    UCK  1  1  V  I  L,H  1  C 

2                         MS.  RECKHOF:     I'm  not  really  sure. 

2 

3  It's  a  normal  GGNRA  meeting.    I  can't  guarantee 

3 

4  what  he's  presenting,  but  I'm  sure  he'll  give  a 

4 

T      F 1 i 7anpth  Ual^taH     Hn  hppphv  ppptifv  that 
if    C  L  1  tduc  Lll    Vd  L  o  LdU ,    UU   II  CI  CUy    LCI  LITy  LIldL 

5  brief  overview  of  the  plan,  maybe  some  workshops. 

5 

the  foreaoina  i  q  a  tpup  anH  oopppot  ctatpmpnt  nf 

kite    iui  uyuii  ly    is    a    l  i  uc   ai  iu   l-ui  i  cl  l    oia  lciiici  I  L    u  I 

6  It  is  always  good  to  go,  because  they  have  a  lot  of 

thp  tp^t  i  mnnv  anH   nrnrpprii  nn*;   haH   l  n  thp 
liic    Leo  l.  i  iiiui  ly   ai  iu   pi  uu  ecu  1 1  ly  o   i  iau    ill  liic 

7  good  information. 

7 

ui  th  i  n- pnt  i  1 1 pH  ma 1 1 pp   anH   that   thp   c  amp   i  o   a   ^  1 1 1  I 
Wl  Lll  III   el  ILI  LI  cU   llldLLcl     dl  IU    LI  la  L    LIIC   oat  He    lb    a    TUl  lf 

8                           FACILITATOR  KERN  *     Anv  ideas  for  next 

w                                                 i  nu  i^ii  /  »  i  vi\    l\ui\ll  «        r\i  I  y      l  ucao     IUI      1  IwA  L 

8 

t  rl  ip   a nH  rnp ppp t   t  pancrp  i  pit  i  nn  nf   thp  chnp t h anH 
L 1  UC    dl  IU    UUI  1  CL  L     L 1  dl  IbLI   ipLlUll    UT     LIlC    6IIUI  LlldilU 

9  Julv'<?  aaenda     at  thi«5  nnint?     Aq  aluavc     filter  it 

*    u  u  l  y    o    oyci  iua  t    a  l    li  i  i  o    yjxj  1 1 1  l  :       no    d  L  Way  o  t     1  1  I  lei      1  I 

Q 
7 

noies  as  taK.en  oy  me  in  saiu  matter- 

10  to  Mark. 

10 

11                        BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    There's  also  a 

1 1 

12  sign- up  sheet  at  the  table  about  an  Oh  I one 

12 

Dated"      At  San  Francisco    California  thi<; 

U  L  UU  ■               nL      UUll      IIUIIUIOUU,      bull    1  Ul   II  1  □  LIIIO 

13  uorkshoD 

1  *J     HU 1  NOMUui 

i  j 

Haw  nf  lOQfl 

aay  ot                 ,  iwo 

14                             FACILITATOR  KERN-     Uith  that  meetina 
i  ~                                 i  r\y*  i  li  mi  vi\  ivt  i\n  .      mill    LiidL,   Mice  l  1 1  ly 

14 

1 H 

15  adjourned.    Thank  you. 
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1 A 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening. 

2  Welcome  everyone,  to  tonight's  Restoration  Advisory 

3  Board  meeting.    This  is  the  regularly  scheduled 

4  meeting  for  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco.  Welcome 

5  to  the  Army  and  their  contractors,  regulators, 

6  community  board  members.  Park  Service,  and  those 

7  members  of  the  public  who  have  come  out  this 

8  evening  to  be  with  us.    Does  everyone  have  an 

9  agenda?   Are  there  any  additions  or  changes?  I 

10  received  one  call  from  Saul  Bloom,  who  is  attending 

11  another  meeting  tonight,  so  he  has  asked  if  we 

12  could  put  Item  5.D.,  until  after  the  break,  and  he 

13  might  be  able  to  be  with  us  this  evening.  Any 

14  other  changes? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Yes.    I  have  an 

16  announcement  to  make. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    It's  an 

19  announcement  that  recognizes  David  Wilkins.  I'm 

20  making  this  announcement  on  behalf  of  the  United 

21  States  Army  and  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of 

22  Engineers.    It  is  a  certificate  recognizing  David 

23  Wilkins  for  15  years  of  service  to  the  United 

24  States  Government. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  That's 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
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1  outstanding.    Well,  thank  you  to  Colonel  Classey, 

2  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers.    Thank  you. 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Congratulations. 

4  Any  other  announcements?    No  other  gifts  or  awards, 

5  Bruce? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    None  that  I'm 

7  aware  of. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Onwards  to  Item  4, 

9  and  Mark,  with  the  Community  Cochair  Committee 

10  Reports. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  RAB 

12  community  committee  met  on  June  23rd.    First  item 

13  we  talked  about  was  moving  the  committee  meeting 

14  place  to  another  location  on  the  Presidio.  We 

15  discussed  several  possible  locations.    I  think 

16  Tracy  looked  into  one  with  the  Presidio  Alliance. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:     I  talked  to  the 

18  executive  director  of  the  Alliance,  and  it  sounds 

19  like  on  the  4th  Tuesday  of  the  month  one  of  the 

20  meeting  rooms  in  the  Alliance  will  be  available. 

21  That's  just  inside  the  Lombard  Gate  on  the  left 

22  side  of  Building  563.    So  it  sounds  like  we  might 

23  try  that  for  next  month  and  see  how  that  works. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Well,  this 

25  month  the  normal  meeting  place  over  at  Fort  Mason 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 

6 

1  was  not  available,  so  I  scheduled  it  for  Wednesday 

2  night.    They  usually  don't  like  to  change  the  night 

3  of  the  meeting  because  everybody  schedules  that. 

4  So  temporarily,  we  can  hold  the  meeting  at  the 

5  Presidio  Alliance  this  month.    That  will  be  on 

6  Tuesday,  July  28th,  which  is  the  normal  night  of 

7  the  month.    And  this  building  is  close  to  where  the 

8  old  BRAC  Office  is,  right? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    It's  right  down 

10  the  street,  at  the  Lombard  Gate. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    We  also  talked 

12  about  three  other  topics.    We  talked  about 

13  lead-based  paint,  a  general  discussion.    We  talked 

14  about  chrome  at  the  Presidio.    And  we  had  an 

15  ongoing  discussion  of  the  TAPP  Project. 

16  We  haven't  resolved  the  issue  or  topic  for 

17  the  possible  TAPP  Project,  so  we're  still 

18  discussing  that.    Like  I  said,  the  next  committee 

19  meeting  is  Tuesday,  July  28th.    Thank  you. 

20  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

21  reports?    All  right.    We're  onto  the  presentations 

22  and  5.A. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Well,  I'll 

24  introduce  the  people  that  will  be  giving  the 

25  presentation  tonight.    I'd  like  to  introduce 
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1  Dave  Rice,  from  the  Lawrence  Livermore  National 

2  Laboratories.    He's  going  to  be  giving  a 

3  presentation  on  the  document  we  submitted  around 

4  April  of  this  year. 

5  This  is  the  result  of  a  risk-based  look  at 

6  the  petroleum  hydrocarbon  plume  at  the  Building  637 

7  site  on  the  Presidio. 

8  MR.  RICE:    I'm  going  to  talk  to  you 

9  today  about  the  results  of  the  LUFT  Demonstration 

10  Cleanup  Program  at  the  Presidio,  here  in  San 

11  Francisco.    The  presentation  today  will  be  divided 

12  into  three  parts.    I'd  like  to  take  about  15 

13  minutes  of  your  time  and  give  you  a  little 

14  information  on  the  DOD  Cleanup  Demonstration 

15  Program.    This  program  involved  an  expert 

16  committee.    I'll  talk  about  the  role  of  the  expert 

17  committee,  and  what  sites  are  in  this  demonstration 

18  program.    Then  I'd  like  to  turn  it  over  to 

19  Dr.  Walter  McNab,  from  Lawrence  Livermore  Lab,  who 

20  examined  some  of  the  behavior  of  Building  637, 

21  plume  behavior,  and  go  on  and  follow  up  with 

22  Matt  Small,  who  will  talk  a  little  bit  about  some 

23  restoration  aspects  and  considerations  associated 

24  with  the  Building  637. 

25  I  want  to  leave  a  little  bit  of  time  for  some 
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1  questions  that  the  RAB  may  have,  we'll  do  our  best 

2  to  answer  those. 

3  The  goals  for  this  cleanup  program  are  the 

4  five  sites  where  we  call  it  "risk- informed  decision 

5  making."    What  we  think  about  is  risk-informed 

6  decision  making.    I'll  explain  a  little  bit  more 

7  about  that  in  a  second. 

8  Often  times,  it's  viewed  that  California 

9  doesn't  allow  risk-based  decision  making  in  dealing 

10  with  cleanup,  because  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  and 

11  other  things,  saying  that  cleanup  is  set  to  be  NCLs 

12  or  background. 

13  One  of  the  things  that  we  are  looking  at,  is 

14  there  are  risk-based  decisions  made  during  the 

15  management  and  cleanup  of  sites.    How  those  differ 

16  within  California's  regulatory  framework.  And 

17  since  this  was  sponsored  by  the  DOD,  we  want  to 

18  find  a  model,  because  they  replicate  it  by  base 

19  prime  contractors  and  other  LUFT  sites  within  the 

20  military  complex. 

21  So  the  key  elements  are  to  demonstrate  the 

22  use  and  to  share  historical  data.    Often  times, 

23  sites  carry  a  lot  of  data.    One  of  the  goals  is  to 

24  facilitate  the  transfer  to  the  private  sector  where 

25  it's  appropriate  and  how  can  you  use  that.  Also, 
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1  one  of  the  elements  was  to  demonstrate  the 

2  application  of  bioremediation  where  it's 

3  appropriate,  what  you  have  to  sample  for,  how  fast 

4  is  it  going,  how  do  you  measure  what's  going  on, 

5  what  the  risk  may  be. 

6  I  use  the  term,  "risk- informed  decision 

7  making."    How  does  that  differ  from  what  people  may 

8  have  heard  as  risk  assessments,  or  risk-based 

9  decision  making. 

10  Risk-informed  decision  making  explicitly 

11  recognizes  stakeholder  values.    In  other  words, 

12  risk  is  one  element  in  the  decision-making  process, 

13  there  are  other  elements.    Also,  during 

14  risk-informed  decision  making  you  attempt  to 

15  identify  the  key  uncertainty  in  the  decision-making 

16  process  and  measure  them.    When  Dr.  McNab  does  some 

17  of  his  presentation,  you'll  see  how  some  of  that 

18  can  get  folded  in,  how  you  deal  with  the  range  of 

19  possible  outcomes.    Also,  it  relies  on  the  use  of 

20  monitoring  and  contingency  plans.    In  other  words, 

21  you  make  a  decision  based  on  what  you  expect  is 

22  going  to  happen,  and  there's  not  100  percent 

23  certainty  that  that's  going  to  happen.    How  do  you 

24  check  for  that,  and  what  do  you  do  if  what  you 

25  expected  to  happen,  doesn't  happen? 
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1  risk  assessment.    You  make  an  assumption  about  a 

2  groundwater  flow  velocity,  or  some  other  property 

3  in  the  environment.    And  often  times,  you  pick  an 

4  average,  one  value,  and  you  may  not  know  how 

5  uncertain  your  answer  is.    And  by  using 

6  risk- informed  approach,  you  try  to  carry  the 

7  uncertainty  in  the  key  decision-making  elements 

8  through  the  process,  so  that  you  have  a  better 

9  feeling  of  what  it  is  you  need  to  reduce  your 

10  uncertainty. 

11  Ten  sites  within  the  Department  of  Defense  of 

12  California  were  selected  to  try  to  represent  each 

13  branch  of  military  service.    Ue  wanted  to  involve 

14  as  many  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Boards 

15  within  California,  and  we  were  very  successful  with 

16  that,  by  the  way.    We  wanted  to  have  sites  that 

17  represented  a  range  of  LUFT  cleanup  problems. 

18  Some  of  the  sites  in  the  program  were 

19  Barstow,  Camp  Pendleton,  Castle  Air  Force  Base, 

20  well,  it's  not  Castle  Air  Force  Base  anymore,  it's 

21  Castle  Airport.    It's  been  turned  over  to  the 

22  private  sector.    China  Lake,  El  Toro,  George  Air 

23  Force  Base.    George  is  another  base  that's  being 

24  transferred  to  the  private  sector.    Port  Hueneme, 

25  which  is  down  near  Ventura. 
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1  So  those  are  just  a  quick  thumbnail  sketch  of 

2  how  risk- informed  decision  making  --  how  that 

3  operates. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Are  any  of  those 

5  points  different  in  a  straight  risk  assessment? 

6  MR.  RICE:    In  the  way  that  we're 

7  viewing  the  process,  a  risk  assessment  is  --  as 

8  Matt  will  talk  about  shortly  --a  process  of 

9  identifying  sources,  receptors,  what  is  a  potential 

10  hazard,  so  on.    Now  the  result  of  the  risk 

11  assessment  is  one  element  of  the  decision-making 

12  process,  and  there  are  other  elements,  such  as  the 

13  stakeholders  values  and  dealing  with  the 

14  uncertainty  in  the  risk  assessment  itself.  Because 

15  with  the  risk  assessment,  you're  taking 

16  information,  making  some  assumptions.    What  are  the 

17  uncertainties  associated  with  those  assumptions? 

18  Did  that  answer  your  question? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    It  is  primarily 

20  the  stakeholder's  values  that  might  not  be  in  the 

21  traditional  risk  assessment  analyses? 

22  MR.  RICE:    Well,  that's  one  element. 

23  Trying  to  adjust  uncertainty,  explicitly. 

24  Sometimes  when  you  make  a  risk  assessment,  you  may 

25  say  you  are  dealing  with  a  transport  element  of  a 
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1  Each  demonstration  site  contributed  equal 

2  shares  of  funding.    The  program  was  coordinated 

3  through  the  California  Military  Environmental 

4  Coordination  Committee,  which  Is  a  consortium  of 

5  the  Regional  Board,  as  well  as  some  of  the  military 

6  representatives,  which  meets  in  Sacramento.  The 

7  Water  Process  Action  Team  will  receive  the 

8  documents  and  be  part  of  the  process.    We  tried  to 

9  involve  staff  from  the  State  Water  Quality  Control 

10  Board,  as  well  as  the  Regional  Water  Boards,  so 

11  they  could  voice  their  concerns  and  be  part  of  the 

12  dialogue  and  participate. 

13  An  expert  committee  was  formed  to  provide  an 

14  independent  review  of  the  adequacy  of  the 

15  characterization  data  to  apply  a  risk-based 

16  approach.    Also,  the  adequacy  of  the  data  to 

17  evaluate  the  potential  of  a  site  to  apply  passive 

18  bioremediation.    We  discovered  that  some  eucalyptus 

19  trees  were  capturing  the  groundwater  which  had  some 

20  contamination  in  it.    So  it  wasn't  actually  passive 

21  bioremediation  as  we  think  about  it,  it  was  more 

22  bioremediation. 

23  The  committee  also  looked  at  the  application 

24  of  risk- informed  cleanup  approaches  and  we'll 

25  provide  an  overall  evaluation  of  its  success  of  the 
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1  demonstration  program. 

2  The  committee  also  made  recommendations  to 

3  assure  the  consistency  of  approaches  among  the  DC© 

4  sites,  because  when  all  of  this  is  done  we  will 

5  produce  a  final  document  to  the  DO0  saying,  "How  do 

6  they  differ  between  sites"?    "What  are  the 

7  consistencies  and  inconsistencies?"   And  also,  we 

8  were  hoping  there  might  be  some  acceptance  of 

9  risk- informed  cleanup  approach. 

10  BOARDMEHBER  O'HARA:    This  expert 

11  committee  that  was  formed,  were  they  truly 

12  independent,  or  were  they  in  the  employment  of,  or 

13  being  paid  by,  the  Department  of  Defense? 

14  MR.  RICE:    Let  me  show  you  the  expert 

15  committee  members. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    The  question  is, 

17  were  they  being  employed  by,  or  being  paid  by,  the 

18  Department  of  Defense  for  their  expertise? 

19  MR.  RICE:    Yes,  they  were  paid  by  the 

20  Department  of  Defense  for  their  expertise.  In 

21  other  words,  each  base  gave  $50,000  a  piece  to  the 

22  program.   Out  of  that,  the  program  paid  for  their 

23  travel,  expert's  committee  travel,  the  time  that 

24  they  were  in  meetings.    There  were  a  couple  of 

25  exceptions.    One,  is  Matt  Small;  EPA  paid  for  his 
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1  time.    He  is  an  independent  expert,  if  you  will. 

2  Matt  really  has  no  regulatory  authority.    He  was 

3  just  using  his  expertise,  which  was  available 

4  through  EPA. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    So  none  was  paid 

6  by  any  of  the  stakeholders,  except  the  Department 

7  of  Defense? 

8  MR.  RICE:  True. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Thank  you. 

10  MR.  RICE:    These  are  the  members  of 

11  the  expert  committee.    I  am  the  program  director. 

12  Dr.  Walt  McNab,  who  will  address  you  shortly. 

13  Dr.  William  Kastenberg,  from  U.C.  Berkeley. 

14  Dr.  Lohne  Everett,  who  has  just  joined  us  now. 

15  Dr.  Steve  Callen,  from  the  University  of 

16  California,  Santa  Barbara.    Dr.  Paul  Johnson,  and 

17  Dr.  Michael  Kavanaugh.    Matt  Small,  from  EPA/Region 

18  IX.    Matt  isn't  really  involved  in  the  committee  as 

19  a  regulator,  but  as  an  expert  we're  drawing  upon  in 

20  this  process. 

21  The  basic  process  involved  in  the  program  was 

22  that  we  held  initial  scoping  meetings  with  the 

23  sites,  meetings  with  staff  and  the  regulators,  to 

24  discuss  site  conceptual  models.    Based  on  these 

25  discussions,  the  site  staff  prepared  a  package  for 
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1  the  expert  committee.    The  expert  committee  visited 

2  the  site  and  there  was  a  lead  member  for  each 

3  designated  site.    In  the  case  of  the  Building  637 

4  Matt  Small  was  the  lead  committee  member.  The 

5  expert  committee  reviewed  the  data  and  made 

6  recommendations  for  additional  data  that  may  be 

7  required.    Once  the  committee  had  the  best 

8  available  data,  we  prepared  a  recommendation  report 

9  appropriate  for  risk-management  strategy,  and  a  set 

10  of  actions  that  might  be  used  to  appropriately 

11  manage  the  risk  at  that  site. 

12  They  also  performed  an  evaluation  of  the 

13  potential  to  use  natural  attenuation  as  a  remedial 

14  alternative  at  the  site,  to  try  to  make  an  estimate 

15  of  the  cleanup  time  and  the  uncertainty  with  which 

16  this  estimate  was  made.    Once  we  evaluate  all  the 

17  sites,  we  will  prepare  an  overall  evaluation  of  the 

18  program,  including  some  lessons  learned. 

19  That's  my  introduction.    At  this  point,  I'd 

20  like  to  turn  it  over  to  Walt  McNab. 

21  MR.  MCNAB:    Good  evening.    My  name  is 

22  Walt  McNab,  and  I'm  an  environmental  scientist  with 

23  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Lab. 

24  As  Dave  mentioned,  one  of  the  things  we  are 

25  interested  in  is  looking  at  natural  attenuation, 
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1  passive  bioremediation,  and  how  it  can  influence 

2  the  behavior  of  hydrocarbon  plumes,  and  how  we  can 

3  use  that  to  get  a  handle  on  the  issue  of  risk,  and 

4  what  sort  of  risk  these  plumes  can  pose  to  risk 

5  receptors.    So  what  I'd  like  to  share  with  you  this 

6  evening  is  just  sort  of  an  overview,  some 

7  highlights  that  we  had  identified  at  the  sites  that 

8  we've  looked  at,  and  how  the  plume  at  the  Building 

9  637  area,  here  in  the  Presidio,  sort  of  fits  into 

10  the  scheme  of  things. 

11  I'd  like  to  just  introduce  the  conceptual 

12  model  that  we've  been  using  to  think  about 

13  hydrocarbon  plumes. 

14  In  order  to  have  a  plume,  naturally,  we  need 

15  to  have  a  source.    This  would  be  leaking 

16  underground  fuel  tanks,  in  most  cases,  and 

17  occasionally,  an  above-ground  tank,  which  is  the 

18  case  for  the  637  plume.   And  an  associated 

19  groundwater  --  basically,  a  dissolved  hydrocarbon 

20  plume  associated  with  that  tank.    What  happens, 

21  over  a  period  of  years,  a  tank  is  going  to  leak 

22  some  of  its  contents  over  many  decades  into  the 

23  subsurface,  and  you'll  get  a  film  or  a  lens  of 

24  gasoline  floating  on  top  of  the  water  table,  and 

25  some  of  the  soluble  constituents  will  dissolve  and 
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1  be  in  the  migrating  groundwater.    If  the  source 

2  remains  unmitigated  and  the  tank  sits  there  forever 

3  and  continues  to  be  used,  and  there's  no  means  for 

4  destroying  the  mass  of  the  dissolved  plume,  it  will 

5  continue  to  grow  and  grow  and  become  very  large, 

6  perhaps  several  miles  long,  before  dispersive 

7  properties  break  it  down. 

8  That's  not  what  happens  with  hydrocarbon 

9  plumes.    First  of  all,  we  remove  the  tank.  We 

10  remove  at  least  the  primary  source.    There  may  be 

11  some  residual  free  product  or  gasoline  lenses 

12  present  in  the  subsurface  after  the  tank  is  gone, 

13  but  for  the  most  part,  we  can  at  least  take  out  the 

14  primary  source. 

15  The  other  thing  that  happens  with  hydrocarbon 

16  plumes,  is  hydrocarbons,  when  they  are  dissolved  in 

17  water,  degrade  with  the  help  of  naturally  occurring 

18  microorganisms,  bacteria,  and  so  forth.  The 

19  dissolved  constituents  act  as  a  food  source,  energy 

20  source,  for  new  cell  growth  for  bacteria  and  they 

21  will  slowly  breakdown  the  contaminate.    So  what 

22  happens,  you  get  mass  which  continues  to  come  in 

23  through  the  source,  either  from  the  leaking  tank  or 

24  from  dissolution  of  residual  gasoline  that's 

25  floating  on  the  water  table.    As  the  dissolved 
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1  most  of  the  sites,  or  all  of  the  sites  at  the  DOD 

2  demo  program  that  we've  looked  at,  and  the  Presidio 

3  Building  637  site,  is  there  is  not  an  adequate 

4  sampling  history.    These  plumes  may  have  existed 

5  for  decades,  20,  30,  40  years  in  some  cases.  We 

6  don't  have  that  kind  of  monitoring  history  at  most 

7  of  these  sites.    What  we  have  are,  perhaps,  just 

8  two  or  three  or  five  years'  worth  of  data.    And  the 

9  window  that  we  have  to  look  at  these  plumes  is  too 

10  short  for  us  to  see  meaningful  trends. 

11  What  we  have  to  rely  on  in  many  cases  are 

12  secondary  or  indirect  lines  of  evidence.    And  what 

13  happened  here  is  you  take  advantage  of  chemistry 

14  that  goes  on  in  the  groundwater.    As  fuel 

15  hydrocarbons  breakdown,  they  change  the  chemical 

16  footprint  of  the  groundwater.    We  can  look  at  the 

17  chemistry  associated  with  the  plume  and  we  can 

18  compare  that  chemistry  with  what's  going  on  in  the 

19  background  around  it.    The  differences  between 

20  those  two  can  give  us  an  indication  that  some  sort 

21  of  degradation  processes  are  occurring. 

22  The  advantage  here  --  and  this  is  a  chemical 

23  footprint.    We  don't  really  need  a  time  history  for 

24  it,  we  can  rely  on  a  single  sampling  event.    If  the 

25  data  is  good  enough,  we  can  see  the  signatures. 
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1  plume  migrates  downgradient  under  the  influence  of 

2  moving  groundwater,  it's  continuing  to  be  subject 

3  to  degradation  processes  over  time.    So  what  we  end 

4  up  with  is  a  dynamically  stable  plume.    A  plume 

5  where  the  mass  fluxes  in  from  the  source,  the  leak 

6  from  the  tank  or  from  the  residual  material  that's 

7  held  up  in  the  source  area.    It's  balanced  by  mass 

8  loss  due  to  these  degradation  processes  integrated 

9  over  the  spatial  extent  of  the  plume. 

10  If  this  happens,  mathematically  you  have  a 

11  mass  balance  here,  this  plume  is  going  to  stabilize 

12  at  some  length.    If  you  eventually  take  the  source 

13  away  and  biodegradation  continues  to  occur,  this 

14  plume  will  gradually  go  away,  it  will  be  depleted 

15  over  time. 

16  The  big  issue  that  we  had  to  deal  with  was, 

17  how  do  we  know  that  this  is  occurring?    There  are 

18  really  two  lines  of  evidence  you  can  use  to  support 

19  passive  bioremediation.    The  first,  the  obvious 

20  line  of  evidence,  primary  or  direct  evidence, 

21  consists  of  a  demonstrable  or  significant  decline 

22  in  hydrocarbon  concentrations,  or  plume  length  over 

23  a  period  of  time  at  a  given  site. 

24  Well,  this  is  pretty  straightforward.  But 

25  the  problem  with  it  is  that  for  most  LUFT  sites, 
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1  And  the  way  this  works,  if  you  can  take  an  example 

2  hydrocarbon,  let's  say,  toluene,  which  is  a 

3  constituent  of  gasoline.    For  example,  toluene  will 

4  breakdown  readily,  bacteria  will  just  eat  the  stuff 

5  up  and  it  will  turn  it  into  carbon  dioxide  in 

6  water.    And  a  lot  of  things  happen  with  the 

7  chemistry. 

8  First  of  all,  the  carbon  dioxide  in  water 

9  will  form  carbonic  acid  in  the  groundwater,  which 

10  will  change  the  Ph  and  will  change  the  amount  of 

11  bicarbonate  in  water,  and  these  are  things  that  we 

12  can  measure.    This  is  an  oxidation  reaction, 

13  chemical  oxidation  reaction,  we  need  an  oxidizing 

14  agent  to  make  it  go.    If  bacteria  are  eating  this 

15  as  food,  they  need  some  sort  of  source  to  make  the 

16  reaction  go.    They  need  to  respire,  much  the  same 

17  way  humans  breathe  oxygen,  bacteria  will  breathe 

18  oxygen  in  the  groundwater. 

19  However,  if  all  the  oxygen  is  gone,  they  can 

20  rely  on  other  types  of  oxidizing  agents.  Nitrate, 

21  sulfate,  even  iron  manganese  minerals  in  the 

22  subsurface  can  be  used  as  electron  receptors,  as 

23  oxidizing  agents. 

24  When  this  reaction  takes  place,  and 

25  hydrocarbon- 1  ike  toluene  is  oxidized  to  Co2,  and 
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1  these  oxidizing  agents  are  reduced,  they  are  turned 

2  into  other  chemical  forms.    The  nitrate,  for 

3  example,  will  be  turned  into  nitrogen  gas.  We'll 

4  start  getting  manganese  and  iron  in  solution  from 

5  the  dissolution  of  iron  and  manganese  minerals. 

6  Sulfate  can  be  reduced  to  sulfide,    we  can  measure 

7  this  reaction  in  groundwater. 

8  Sometimes,  if  we  have  an  unusual  set  of 

9  conditions,  we  can  form  methane  from  this  reaction 

10  and  we  can  measure  the  concentration  in  methane. 

11  So  there  are  chemical  footprints  that  we  can  take  a 

12  look  at,  and  that's  what  we've  been  trying  to  do  in 

13  this  study. 

14  To  give  you  an  example  of  this,  and  this  will 

15  show  you  how  complex  the  problem  is,  this  is  an 

16  idealized  view  of  the  Building  637  plume  area.  The 

17  source  is  up  in  this  area  here.    This  is  going  from 

18  west  to  east,  and  this  is  the  northern  system  from 

19  south  to  north.    So  this  is  looking  down  onto  the 

20  plume  from  the  southwest.    And  these  vertical  lines 

21  represent  the  locations  of  monitoring  wells  at  the 

22  site,  and  the  contour  lines  here,  and  there's  a 

23  little  bit  of  an  elevation  to  this,  which 

24  represents  total  dissolved  hydrocarbons  that  have 

25  been  measured  in  groundwater. 
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1  The  color  scheme  represents  the  amount  of 

2  ferrous  iron  that  we  measured  in  solution  that's 

3  associated  with  the  hydrocarbon  plumes.    And  as  you 

4  can  see,  this  is  a  little  hot  spot.    This  is  where 

5  the  highest  concentrations  of  hydrocarbons  are  at 

6  this  site.    There's  a  little  bit  of  red  mixed  in 

7  here.    There's  an  increased  amount,  there's  an 

8  enrichment,  if  you  will,  of  dissolved  iron  in 

9  association  with  this  plume.    And  we  see  a  little 

10  bit  of  it  downgradient  here,  too.    In  just  looking 

11  at  this  figure,  you  conclude  that  this  association 

12  may  have  something  to  do  with  breakdown  of  the 

13  hydrocarbon. 

14  Let  me  show  you  a  more  systematic  way  that  we 

15  went  about  looking  at  this  data.    If  you  take  a 

16  look  at  a  hydrocarbon  plume  that's  delineated  by  a 

17  number  of  monitoring  wells  --  this  is  a  generic 

18  plume,  this  does  not  necessarily  refer  to  the  637 

19  plume  --  you've  got  a  hot  spot  someplace  where  the 

20  center  of  the  plume  is  and  concentrations  fall  away 

21  as  it  moves  downgradient.    Well,  in  association 

22  with  this,  we're  going  to  expect  to  see  some  sort 

23  of  a  geochemical  footprint.    Dissolved  oxygen,  for 

24  example,  is  used  up  when  hydrocarbons  are  broken 

25  down,  so  we  would  expect  to  see  sort  of  a  dissolved 
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1  oxygen  in  association  with  the  highest 

2  concentrations  of  hydrocarbons.    And  as  we  move 

3  away  from  the  center  of  the  plume,  the  dissolved 

4  oxygen  concentrations  will  go  up. 

5  So  one  way  to  analyze  this  is  to  take  a  look 

6  at  the  medium  concentrations  of  dissolved  oxygen. 

7  For  example,  in  these  hot-spot  wells,  wells  that 

8  are  located  in  the  interior  plume,  and  compare  it 

9  to  the  medium  concentrations  that  we  see  in 

10  background  wells,  wells  that  don't  have  any 

11  hydrocarbons  in  them,  and  presumably,  present 

12  pristine  groundwater.    If  we  had  compared  the 

13  medium  concentrations,  perhaps,  we  would  expect  to 

14  see  something  like  that,  see  whether  we  have 

15  dissolved  oxygen,  depletion  here  in  the  plume  with 

16  respect  to  background. 

17  If  you  take  a  look  at  some  of  our  sites,  and 

18  this  includes  the  Presidio,  as  well  as  five  other 

19  sites  that  we  had  sufficient  groundwater  data 

20  analyses,  you  see  some  very  interesting  patterns. 

21  These  are  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  at  six  of 

22  the  sites.    Travis  Air  Force  Base;  George  Air  Force 

23  Base;  Camp  Pendleton;  Van  Berg  Air  Force  Base, 

24  we're  missing  data  here.    Castle  Air  Force  Base, 

25  and  the  Presidio.    At  every  one  of  these  sites 
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1  where  there's  a  significant  amount  of  dissolved 

2  oxygen  present,  you  see  that  the  amount  of  it  is 

3  depleted  where  the  plume  and  the  interior  of  the 

4  plume,  shown  here  in  orange,  compared  to  background 

5  wells  shown  in  aqua. 

6  The  Presidio  concentrations  of  dissolved 

7  oxygen  are  very  low.    This  is  an  anaerobic 

8  environment,  I'm  going  to  say  more  about  that  as  we 

9  go  along. 

10  Some  of  the  other  indicators  that  fit  in, 

11  nitrate.    Nitrate  concentrations  are  depleted 

12  significantly  within  the  plume  interiors  at  all  of 

13  these  sites  compared  to  background,  so  there's 

14  strong  evidence  that  dissolved  oxygen  is  being  used 

15  as  an  electronic  center.    Nitrate  is  being  used. 

16  You  can  say  the  same  thing  for  sulfate.   All  of  the 

17  sulfate  concentrations  within  the  plumes  are 

18  diminished  compared  to  background,  so  sulfate  is 

19  also  being  used  as  an  electronic  center  at  these 

20  sites. 

21  Methane.    Normally  we  don't  see  methane  in 

22  the  background,  but  we're  seeing  it  showing  up 

23  within  the  plumes  at  some  of  these  sites. 

24  Certainly,  Camp  Pendleton,  and,  particularly,  at 

25  the  Presidio.    This  site  is  a  very  strong 
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1  methanogenic  site  compared  to  the  other  sites  in 

2  our  study. 

3  What's  interesting  about  the  Presidio,  is 

4  it's  the  only  site  where  we  have  some  background 

5  methane  present.    Again,  this  is  a  very  anaerobic 

6  oxygen-poor  environment  to  begin  with.    There  are  a 

7  lot  of  organic-rich  sediments  that  are  present  in 

8  the  subsurface,  that  are  present  naturally  and  they 

9  lead  to  a  depleted  amount  of  dissolved  oxygen,  and 

10  you  see  methane  showing  up. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN :    Using  this 

12  evaluation  at  a  particular  time,  wouldn't  you  want 

13  to  then  look  at  this  in  a  time  sequence,  also,  to 

14  see  whether  you're  dealing  with  this  in  a  dynamic 

15  situation  or  a  static  situation? 

16  MR.  MCNAB:    Ideally,  certainly,  you'd 

17  like  to  do  that.    Unfortunately,  we  don't  have  that 

18  data.    Again,  we  typically  have  a  year  or  two  data 

19  and  not  enough  has  changed  during  that  time  period. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Well,  since 

21  you've  been  involved  in  this  for  a  couple  of  years, 

22  and  these  are,  I  presume,  fairly  accurate  chemical 

23  reactions  and  footprints  that  you  can  look  at, 

24  isn't  two  or  three  years  significant  enough  to  look 

25  to  see  whether  you  have  stabi I i  ty  or  change? 
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1  MR.  MCNAB:    Not  really.    The  problem 

2  with  that  is  the  subsurface  of  these  sites  is 

3  fairly  complex,  and  we  don't  really  have  the 

4  spatial  sampling.    A  lot  of  these  sites  we  have  six 

5  or  seven  wells.    Some  of  the  wells  could  screen  in 

6  a  particular  part  of  the  subsurface  that  has 

7  chemistry  that's  a  little  bit  different  than 

8  somewhere  else.    There's  a  lot  of  spatial 

9  variability  that's  going  on.    There  could  be  some 

10  seasonal  affects  with  the  groundwater  table  going 

11  up  and  down.    There  could  be  an  influx  of  dissolved 

12  oxygen,  or  some  other  electronic  receptor,  as  a 

13  result  of  some  specific  event.    A  rainfall  event  or 

14  a  drought,  or  something  like  that. 

15  It's  such  a  complex,  dynamic  system,  there's 

16  so  much  going  on  that  just  a  couple  of  sampling 

17  rounds  over  one  or  two  years  just  isn't  enough  to 

18  see  a  meaningful  signal  through  the  noise.  I'd 

19  like  to  have  20  or  25  years'  worth  of  data  to 

20  really  say  something  meaningful.    So  what  we  have 

21  are  really  just  snapshots  in  time. 

22  The  best  thing  we  can  do  is  try  some  sort  of 

23  mass-analysis  approach,  find  out  how  much 

24  hydrocarbon  has  degraded,  and  then  do  some 

25  back- in- the  envelope  calculations  in  terms  of  how 
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1  big  the  plume  would  be  if  it  hadn't  been  degrading, 

2  and  so  forth. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    You  feel  that 

4  you  can  use  this  single  time  signature  to  actually 

5  do  an  evaluation  of  a  risk  assessment  without 

6  knowing  what  the  natural  time  sequence  really  is? 

7  MR.  MCNAB:    As  my  colleague,  Dave, 

8  was  bringing  up  earlier,  that's  what  brings  in  the 

9  whole  idea  of  uncertainty,  and  looking  at  this  in  a 

10  probabilistic  sense.    We  do  have  an  idea  what  the 

11  groundwater  velocities  are  at  these  sites.    We  know 

12  what  a  reasonable  range  is  for  perimeters  that  go 

13  into  controlling  how  big  the  plume  can  get.  The 

14  only  thing  we  can  do  is  play  a  numbers  game, 

15  develop  a  forecast,  if  you  will,  that  we're  10 

16  percent  certain  that  a  plume  will  be  like  this,  or 

17  90  percent  certain,  or  50  percent  certain.    All  we 

18  can  do  is  blacken  behavior  as  best  as  we  can,  given 

19  a  single  snapshot  in  time. 

20  What  this  type  of  analysis  accomplishes  for 

21  us,  it  certainly  tells  you,  quantitatively,  right 

22  off  the  bat,  whether  something  is  going  on  or  not. 

23  I  think  these  data  are  reasonably  convincing  that 

24  something  is  going  on  at  these  sites. 

25  And  then  it  becomes  a  question  of  using  the 
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1  data  from  all  the  sites  to  constrain  a  range  of 

2  degradation  rates,  if  you  will,  and  we  can  use  that 

3  in  our  models  to  constrain  a  range  of  plume 

4  lengths. 

5  Okay.    These  are  the  remainders  of  the 

6  geochemical  indicators.    Ferrous  and  manganese  are 

7  wonderful  indicators,  because  we  generally  don't 

8  find  these  in  normal  water,  water  that's  very 

9  oxidizing. 

10  Iron  and  manganese  will  not  be  found  in 

11  solution,  it  will  be  found  in  a  mineral  phase. 

12  What  we  see  at  all  of  these  sites  in  the  plume 

13  interiors,  we've  got  elevated  concentrations  of 

14  ferrous,  certainly  here  at  the  Presidio,  and  you 

15  get  elevated  concentrations  of  manganese  in 

16  comparison  to  background.    You  get  it  here  at  the 

17  Presidio,  as  well. 

18  Eh,  the  oxidation  reduction,  the  potential 

19  you  can  measure  in  groundwater,  indicates  how 

20  reducing  or  how  oxidizing  the  environment  is, 

21  another  wonderful  indicator,  it's  always  depleted 

22  compared  to  background  at  all  these  sites. 

23  What's  interesting  at  the  Presidio,  it's  the 

24  only  site  where  the  background  Eh  is  less  than 

25  zero.    So  what  we  have  here  is  a  low  Eh 
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1  environment,  an  environment  where  we  already  have 

2  methane  in  the  background  to  begin  with.    This  is  a 

3  very  anaerobic  environment,  dissolved  oxygen  is, 

4  basically,  not  there,  so  any  dissolved  oxygen 

5  measurements  that  we  get  are  analytical  error,  they 

6  reflect  just  atmospheric  contamination  of  the 

7  sample. 

8  Finally,  Ph.    As  I  mentioned  at  the  beginning 

9  of  my  talk,  the  end  product  of  the  breakdown  of 

10  hydrocarbons  is  carbon  dioxide,  which  is  actually 

11  very  weak  acid,  and  it  can  change  the  Ph.    What  we 

12  see  at  most  of  these  sites  is  a  very  slight 

13  depletion  in  the  Ph  in  the  interior  of  the  plume, 

14  versus  background.    So  again,  all  of  these 

15  geochemical  indicators  qualitatively  point  to 

16  degradation  taking  place  at  every  one  of  these 

17  sites,  including  the  Presidio. 

18  What  happens  to  the  hydrocarbons?   As  I 

19  mentioned,  they  all  breakdown  and  form  carbon 

20  dioxide.   And  that  is  reflective  in  bicarbonate 

21  alkalinity,  which  is  a  chemical  analysis  that  can 

22  be  run  on  the  groundwater.    At  every  one  of  these 

23  sites  the  bicarbonate  alkalinity  is  elevated  inside 

24  of  the  plume  with  respect  to  background,  so  we're 

25  getting  all  this  Co2  that's  going  into  the 
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1  groundwater  right  where  the  plume  is. 

2  If  you  take  a  look  at  all  of  those  different 

3  oxidizing  agents  that  I  mentioned,  and  you  add  up 

4  how  much  hydrocarbon  each  of  them  is  responsible 

5  for  in  terms  of  breakdown  at  each  of  these  sites, 

6  and  you  compare  it  to  the  amount  of  bicarbonate 

7  that's  generated  in  the  interior  of  these  plumes, 

8  you  can  get  an  idea  of  how  good  your  numbers  are, 

9  and  this  is  really  explaining  what's  happening. 

10  That's  what  I  try  to  do  here  for  each  of 

11  these  sites.    The  orange  shows  the  equivalent 

12  amount  of  hydrocarbon  that  would  have  degraded, 

13  given  the  differences  we  see  in  the  oxidizing  agent 

14  concentrations.    And  I  compared  that  to  the  amount 

15  of  hydrocarbon  we  would  expect  to  have  degraded 

16  given  the  differences  in  bicarbonate  concentrations 

17  that  we  see.    And  within  an  order  of  magnitude, 

18  these  results  aren't  too  bad.    This  is  a  very  crude 

19  analyses,  we  just  got  a  handful  of  wells.  We're 

20  just  comparing  medium  values  in  one  set  to  another 

21  set,  and  yet,  these  numbers  aren't  too  far  off  for 

22  a  lot  of  these  sites.    So  our  books  are  adding  up 

23  here,  that  hydrocarbon  degradation  seems  to 

24  completely  explain  the  chemistry  that  we're  seeing 

25  at  these  sites. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    How  did  you 

2  determine  the  background?    This  is  within  the 

3  facility  itself? 

4  MR.  MCNAB:    The  way  we  looked  at  the 

5  background,  we  looked  at  all  the  wells  that  were 

6  presented  to  us  from  each  of  these  sites.    It  did 

7  not  show  any  historical  detections  of  any 

8  hydrocarbons.    So  we  defined  those  as  background, 

9  and  we  took  the  medium  value  from  that  subset  of 

10  wells. 

11  Now  this  is  something  that's  kind  of 

12  interesting,  where  the  Presidio  really  looks 

13  different  than  the  other  sites.    If  you  take  a  look 

14  at  all  the  electronic  receptors  processes  that  are 

15  involved  at  each  of  these  sites,  and  you  break  it 

16  down  in  terms  of  percentage,  which  processes 

17  contribute  to  the  hydrocarbon  breakdown  of  these 

18  sites,  you'll  notice  something  interesting. 

19  Sulfate  reduction,  which  is  shown  in  red,  accounts 

20  for  almost  all  the  hydrocarbon  breakdown  at  all 

21  these  sites,  it's  the  dominate  process.  Things 

22  like  dissolved  oxygen  and  nitrate  matter  very 

23  little.    But  the  Presidio  is  different.    Only  about 

24  half  of  the  breakdown  of  hydrocarbons  at  the 

25  Presidio  can  be  accounted  for  by  sulfate 
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1  reduction. 

2  The  rest  of  it  is  methanogenesis,  which  is 

3  shown  here  in  yellow.    The  only  other  site  which 

4  shows  anything  like  this  is  Camp  Pendleton,  down  in 

5  the  San  Diego  area.    And  why  this  is  important  is 

6  methanogenesis  is  kind  of  a  process  of  last  resort 

7  for  bacteria.    This  is  not  a  very  energy  efficient 

8  way  of  breaking  down  the  hydrocarbons.    The  problem 

9  with  this  is,  this  means  that  we  would  expect  the 

10  rate  of  hydrocarbon  degradation  at  the  Presidio  to 

11  be  a  little  bit  slower  than  it  is  elsewhere. 

12  So  all  this  chemistry  is  interesting.  It's 

13  the  qualitative  support  for  the  hypothesis  for 

14  biodegradation  that's  taking  place  at  all  of  these 

15  sites.    But  what  does  it  do  for  us  in  terms  of 

16  looking  at  the  impact  of  plume  behavior? 

17  What  we  have  here  is  a  plot  that  shows  the 

18  plume  length  at  six  of  our  test  sites  --  and 

19  there's  a  problem  with  Camp  Pendleton  and  I'll 

20  address  that  in  a  moment  --  and  the  difference  in 

21  bicarbonate  alkalinity  between  the  plume  interior 

22  and  background  in  all  of  these  sites.    The  actual 

23  sites  that  we  looked  at  are  all  shown  in  red  dots. 

24  What  we  have  here  in  the  aqua  diamonds,  are 

25  simulated  plumes.    We  didn't  have  enough  data  for 
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1  six  sites  to  do  any  sort  of  meaningful  statistical 

2  analysis,  so  we  used  a  numerical  technique  called, 

3  Monte  Carlo  simulation. 

4  We  took  a  look  at  ranges  of  perimeters  that 

5  go  into  determining  how  big  a  plume  will  get.  Flow 

6  velocity,  the  biodegradation  rate,  the  mass  of 

7  contaminate  in  the  source  area,  and  so  forth.  And 

8  we  generated  a  large  population  of  fictitious 

9  plumes  which  we  used  those  --  we  have  about  500  of 

10  them  here.    And  the  range  of  perimeters  that  I  put 

11  into  this  model  are  representative  of  what  we 

12  measured  at  these  sites.    And  what  the  model 

13  predicts  is  very  intuitive.    That  is,  when  you  see 

14  a  very  long  plume  they  tend  to  have  low  degradation 

15  rates  and  they  tend  to  have  low  delta  alkalinity, 

16  differences  between  the  plume  interior  and  the 

17  plume  exterior,  the  very  short  plumes  have  very 

18  high  delta  alkalinities.    So  these  are  plumes  that 

19  degrade  very  rapidly,  these  are  plumes  that  don't 

20  degrade  at  all. 

21  The  bottom  line  here  is,  that  the  plumes  that 

22  we  have  in  our  study,  their  plume  lengths,  don't 

23  make  sense  unless  there's  a  degradation  coefficient 

24  associated  with  them,  that  includes  the  Presidio. 

25  The  plume  at  the  Presidio  would  be  much  longer  than 
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1  it  is  if  no  degradation  were  taking  place. 

2  The  plume  at  Camp  Pendleton  is  truncated,  it 

3  empties  into  a  creek,  so  we  don't  really  know  how 

4  long  this  plume  would  be  if  that  wasn't  there. 

5  Just  a  couple  of  more  things  that  I  thought  I 

6  would  mention,  to  show  what  happens  with  the  role 

7  that  methanogenesis  is  actually  playing  here  at  the 

8  Presidio.    This  is  a  complex  analysis,  I'm  not 

9  going  to  get  into  too  much  detail  here. 

10  One  of  the  techniques  that  we  found  in  our 

11  study  is,  that  if  we  take  our  plume  lengths  -- 

12  there  are  a  lot  of  things  that  influence  plume 

13  lengths.    The  degradation  rate,  the  flow  velocity, 

14  the  strength  of  the  source  mass,  and  so  forth.  If 

15  we  take  the  plume  length  and  we  normalize  out  those 

16  affects  by  dividing  by  the  maximum  concentration  we 

17  observe  at  the  site,  and  divide  it  by  the  flow 

18  velocity,  we  get  an  idea  of  how  these  plumes  will 

19  compare  to  one  another.    This  is  a  probability 

20  distribution  curve  of  these  normalized  plume 

21  lengths. 

22  The  way  this  works,  these  bars  in  this 

23  histogram  here,  are  taken  from  the  California  LUFT 

24  study,  the  study  that  Dave  Rice  and  his  colleagues 

25  conducted  a  few  years  ago,  when  we  looked  at 
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1  hydrocarbon  plumes  around  the  state.    And  what  I've 

2  done  is  I've  compared  the  plumes  that  I've  seen  at 

3  our  test  cases  in  the  DOD  demo  program,  where  they 

4  fall  in  this  distribution.    As  I  mentioned,  the 

5  Camp  Pendleton  plume  is  very  short  because  it's 

6  truncated  and  empties  into  a  creek.    Most  of  the 

7  plumes  in  here  fall  into  the  same  distribution  that 

8  we  see  across  the  rest  of  the  state. 

9  what's  interesting  at  the  Presidio  is  out 

10  here  on  the  leading  edge.    And  what  this  means, 

11  we've  got  data  that  the  plume  here  is  breaking 

12  down.    But  it  is  a  little  bit  longer  than  it  should 

13  be  compared  to  the  other  plumes.    I  think  the 

14  reason  for  that  has  to  do  with  the  methanogenesis, 

15  it's  the  only  site  that  we  have  significant  methane 

16  production.    We  know  that's  not  an  energetically 

17  stable  process,  and  it  would  explain  why  this  plume 

18  is  breaking  down  a  little  bit  slower,  therefore, 

19  why  it  is  a  little  bit  longer  than  the  other 

20  plumes. 

21  We  ran  some  of  these  Monte  Carlo  analyses 

22  right  here  for  the  Presidio  plume,  they  try  to 

23  forecast  its  plume  length.    Given  the  uncertainly 

24  we  have  in  the  groundwater  flow  velocity,  the 

25  uncertainty  in  the  biodegradation  rate,  the 
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1  uncertainty  in  the  source  term,  and  so  forth,  we 

2  generated  a  series  of  1400  different  synthetic 

3  plumes  that  all  could  potentially  match  what  the 

4  Presidio's  plume  would  look  like. 

5  We  had  a  probability  distribution  map, 

6  distribution  graph.    This  is  plume  length  down 

7  here.    The  medium  value,  this  is  the  most  likely 

8  value  that  the  model  says  the  plume  should  be, 

9  somewhere  in  the  order  of  700  or  800  feet,  or  so. 

10  It  looks  pretty  close  to  the  actual  plume  like  we 

11  see  at  the  Presidio,  which  is  around  600  or  700 

12  feet.    So  this  gives  us  some  confidence  that  the 

13  degradation  rate  we  have  put  in  this  thing  is 

14  real.    If  we  turn  the  degradation  rate  off,  the 

15  model  will  forecast  the  plume  will  be  several 

16  thousand  feet  long,  which  doesn't  match  the  data. 

17  If  you  run  the  model  forward  in  time  to 

18  predict  what  the  plume  length  will  look  like  in  a 

19  period  of  time  after  the  initial  contamination 

20  event,  and  these  are  assuming  different  rates  of 

21  attenuation  for  the  source,  the  tanks  were  taken 

22  out  long  ago,  we  don't  really  know  how  much 

23  hydrocarbon  material  was  left  after  the  tanks  came 

24  out,  presumably,  most  of  it  was  removed  through 

25  soil  excavation.    Anyway,  whatever  was  left  could, 
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1  perhaps,  be  attenuated  at  different  rates.    We  can 

2  take  a  look  at  what  happened  to  this  plume. 

3  For  all  these  scenarios,  the  most 

4  conservative  of  cases  is  that  the  source  was  going 

5  to  remain  there  forever  and  never  go  away.  The 

6  model  predicts  that  the  plume  is  going  to  remain 

7  stable  and  not  going  to  grow.    If  you  have  any  sort 

8  of  source  removal  the  plume  will  begin  to  shrink 

9  over  a  period  of  time,  perhaps,  over  a  period  of 

10  several  decades,  and  eventually  go  away. 

11  So  to  wrap  all  of  this  up,  the  conclusions 

12  are,  geochemical  indicator  data  that  we  have, 

13  certainly  support  a  hypothesis,  at  least  in  a 

14  qualitative  sense,  that  the  plume  here  at  the 

15  Presidio  is  breaking  down.    The  probabilistic 

16  modeling  that  we've  done  suggests  that  further 

17  migration  of  this  plume  is  very  unlikely.  There 

18  are  some  uncertainties.    This  is  an  anaerobic 

19  environment.    This  is  an  methanogenic  environment, 

20  so  the  rates  are  a  little  bit  slower  than  we  get  at 

21  other  sites. 

22  The  type  of  hydrocarbons  that  we  have  here 

23  are  a  little  bit  different.    Most  of  the  plumes  we 

24  looked  at,  at  our  other  sites,  were  things  like, 

25  benzene,  toluene,  and  so  forth,  things  that  are 
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1  very  soluble  and  are  also  very  toxic.  Those 

2  constituents  are  depleted  from  the  plume  here  at 

3  the  Presidio,  and  what  we  have  left  are  relatively 

4  heavy  hydrocarbon  components,  which  aren't  as 

5  soluble,  which  aren't  as  mobile. 

6  The  other  unknown  is  the  role  of  absorption. 

7  Basically,  there's  a  lot  of  organic  carbon  down 

8  there.    The  fuel  hydrocarbon  can  stick  to  that 

9  material  and  it  can  prevent  their  migration.  So 

10  what  role  this  plays  probably  needs  to  be  looked  at 

11  a  little  bit  more. 

12  Just  to  show  you  an  idea  of  what's  going  on 

13  with  the  plume.    These  are  just  concentrations  of 

14  fuel  hydrocarbons  as  a  function  of  time  in  a  few  of 

15  the  wells  within  the  plume.    And  these  certainly  do 

16  not  contradict  anything  that  we  found  in  the 

17  model.    This  is  Well  26,  the  concentration  has  been 

18  dropping  over  time  quite  significantly.    And  even 

19  wells  at  the  plume  margin,  concentrations  certainly 

20  aren't  going  up,  they  seem  to  be  stable,  if  not 

21  declining.    There's  nothing  in  the  monitoring  data 

22  at  this  point,  even  though  we  have  a  fairly  limited 

23  amount  of  time  that  we've  been  looking  at  the 

24  contradicting  of  these  findings. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    What's  the 
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1  significance  of  the  three  colors? 

2  MR.  MCNAB:    These  represent  three 

3  different  wells  that  are  located  in  the  637  plume. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    This,  as  an 

5  analytical  model,  looks  very  successful.    But  being 

6  that  you  have  a  model  like  this,  presumably,  you 

7  could  look  at  the  scaling  laws  and  actually  set  up 

8  an  experiment,  a  laboratory  experiment,  just  to 

9  check  out  how  good  this  is,  and  maybe  get  a  better 

10  idea  of  the  time  sequence. 

11  MR.  MCNAB:    Well,  folks  have 

12  attempted  to  do  bench-scale  simulations  of 

13  hydrocarbon  plume  behavior,  if  you  will,  in  the  lab 

14  before.    That's  been  attempted.    I  think  the 

15  problem  is  --  and  you  see  some  results  that  don't 

16  contradict  this.    You  can  get  some  breakdown  and 

17  the  electron  receptors  will  change,  and  so  forth. 

18  You  really  can't  reproduce  the  complexity  of  the 

19  subsurface.    You  can't  easily  reproduce  the  things 

20  I  mentioned  earlier.    Variability  in  rainfall, 

21  influxes  of  dissolved  oxygen,  just  the  physical 

22  energies  in  subsurface  that  will  isolate  it. 

23  Clay- lens  pockets  that  can  hold  hydrocarbons,  pull 

24  them  away  from  the  dissolved  oxygen,  and  so  forth. 

25  You  can't  reproduce  all  of  that.    So  you  come  up 
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1  with  results  from  the  laboratory  that  qualitatively 

2  make  a  lot  of  sense,  but  you  will  be  challenged  in 

3  terms  of  how  well  you  can  extrapolate  that 

4  information  in  the  field. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Then  given  those 

6  sort  of  unpredictable  characteristics,  the 

7  geophysical  characteristics  that  are  unpredictable, 

8  how  can  you  put  that  into  your  model  to  know  that 

9  one  snapshot  in  time  is  going  to  be  predictive  in 

10  any  sense  of  what  to  do?    I  mean,  eventually,  this 

11  is  to  be  information  about  some  decision-making 

12  process  based  on  lots  of  uncertainty,  and  somehow, 

13  I  don't  personally  get  the  picture  that  you  can  use 

14  it  yet,  because  you  don't  have  any  real  time 

15  sequence  information  that  you  can  rely  on. 

16  MR.  MCNAB:   All  you  can  do  is  sort  of 

17  bracket  what's  going  on.    We  don't  know  exactly 

18  what's  going  on  in  the  subsurface,  we  never  will, 

19  that's  impossible.    But  we  have  a  reasonable  idea 

20  of  some  of  the  ranges  of  the  perimeters  that  can 

21  affect  this.    We  know  from  pumping  tests,  and  so 

22  forth,  we  have  an  idea  what  the  range  of  flow 

23  velocities  are  in  the  subsurface.    We  have  an  idea 

24  of  what  the  range  is  in  terms  of  what  the  age  of 

25  this  plume  is.    It's  anywhere  from  20,  30,  40  years 
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1  old.    We  have  a  ballpark  estimate  for  that.  The 

2  retardation  coefficient,  which  describes  how 

3  hydrocarbons  partition  onto  solid  phases  in  the 

4  subsurface,  we  can  look  at  the  literature  and  we 

5  have  an  idea  of  what  the  range  is  for  given  amounts 

6  of  organic  carbon  in  the  soil,  which  we  can 

7  measure.    We  can  constrain  a  lot  of  this  stuff,  and 

8  run  these  sort  of  Monte  Carlo  models  that  I 

9  mentioned  earlier.    There's  a  great  deal  more 

10  detail  on  that  I  don't  necessarily  want  to  get 

11  into. 

12  We  try  to  reproduce  the  problem,  assuming  a 

13  certain  history  for  it,  and  we  just  try  to  look  at 

14  what's  reasonable.    That's  really  the  extent  of 

15  what  we  can  do.    For  the  most,  it's  really  just 

16  pulling  together  pieces  of  information  that  support 

17  the  hypothesis.    How  do  you  make  a  decision  when 

18  you  are  never  going  to  have  all  the  data  you  would 

19  like  to  have?    So  how  do  you  make  a  decision  based 

20  upon  sparse  data?    How  do  you  focus  on  those  key 

21  elements?   And  how  do  you  reduce  the  uncertainty  to 

22  a  tolerable  level  on  those  key  elements?  That's 

23  really  where  the  stakeholders  are  involved.  What 

24  are  those  elements?    How  much  is  tolerable? 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Given  where  we  are 
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1  in  the  agenda,  I  think  we  should  try  to  move  on. 

2  MR.  MCNAB:    At  this  time,  I'd  like  to 

3  introduce  Matt  Small. 

4  MR.  SMALL:    Thank  you  for  your  time 

5  this  evening.    I  am  Matt  Small,  from  the  US/EPA. 

6  I'm  a  hydrogeologist,  working  in  the  Underground 

7  Storage  Tank  Office.    The  reason  I  got  involved 

8  with  this  project  is,  I've  been  involved  with  risk 

9  based  corrective  action  for  petroleum  releases  in 

10  Region  IX,  and  around  the  country.    I  was  involved 

11  in  the  creation  of  AST  for  risk-based  corrective 

12  action  at  petroleum  release  sites.    I'm  the 

13  chairman  for  remediation  by  natural  attenuation 

14  work  group  under  AST,  and  I've  participated  in  the 

15  monitoring  of  natural  attenuation  for  EPA. 

16  So  I've  been  involved  with  natural 

17  attenuation  and  risk-based  corrective  action  for 

18  petroleum  releases  pretty  intensively  for  several 

19  years  now.    And  we're  very  interested  in  seeing 

20  risk-based  approaches  used  for  appropriate  response 

21  to  setting  cleanup  goals  at  a  variety  of  sites  and 

22  at  petroleum  release  sites,  in  particular,  around 

23  the  country. 

24  So  when  Dave  Rice  invited  me  to  participate 

25  in  this  program,  looking  at  the  application  of 
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1  risk-based  corrective  action  at  military  bases 

2  around  California,  I  accepted  and  have  been 

3  participating  in  this. 

4  I  was  concerned  when  we  first  started  this 

5  project  that  we  not  be  the  natural  attenuation 

6  rubber  stamp  committee.    As  we've  gone  through  the 

7  process  we've  tried  to  be  objective  in  what  would 

8  be  appropriate  approaches  for  remediation  at  these 

9  sites,  and  looking  at  how  risk-based  corrective 

10  action  is  being  applied  at  these  sites. 

11  Let  me  say  right  up  front,  I  am  not  going  to 

12  be  making  any  regulatory  decisions  about  the 

13  Presidio.    I'm  not  the  project  manager.    You  have 

14  your  EPA  project  manager  here.    The  Regional  Board 

15  is  really  the  lead  agency,  as  I  understand,  on  this 

16  particular  site.    I'm  trying  to  be  a  somewhat 

17  impartial  third  party  in  this  process.    And  as 

18  such,  I'm  not  going  to  give  you  the  answer,  because 

19  I'm  not  really  involved  in  deriving  the  answer. 

20  I'm  going  to  try  to  stimulate  some  discussion  that 

21  will  help  you  think  through  some  of  the  issues 

22  associated  with  risk  management  and  analysis  at 

23  this  site. 

24  First,  let's  talk  a  little  bit  about  what  is 

25  risk.    Webster's  Dictionary  says  it's  the 
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1  possibility  of  suffering  harm  or  loss.    Now  this  is 

2  voluntary  or  involuntary.    Let  me  give  you  an 

3  example  of  voluntary  versus  involuntary.  Smoking 

4  cigarettes.    You  light  up  a  cigarette  and  you  suck 

5  it  into  your  lungs,  that's  a  voluntary  risk.  Now 

6  if  I  were  to  take  a  drag  off  a  cigarette  right  here 

7  and  exhale,  all  of  you  would  be  involuntarily 

8  exposed  to  a  risk  of  secondhand  smoke. 

9  Okay,  let's  relate  that  to  petroleum 

10  hydrocarbons.    How  many  of  you  pumped  your  own  gas 

11  into  your  car  today  and  inhaled  hydrocarbons?  That 

12  was  a  voluntary  risk.   You  did  that  to  yourself. 

13  Now  if  you  had  a  release  of  hydrocarbons  that  were 

14  dissolved  in  your  groundwater,  and  you  didn't  know 

15  about  it,  that  would  be  an  involuntary  risk,  or  an 

16  involuntary  exposure  to  petroleum  hydrocarbons. 

17  That's  what  we're  concerned  about  here  at  the 

18  Presidio,  is  this  involuntary  exposure  to  petroleum 

19  hydrocarbons  as  a  result  of  release  of  the  Building 

20  637  area. 

21  So  what  are  we  going  to  do  to  define  our  risk 

22  to  this  involuntary  risk  to  petroleum 

23  hydrocarbons?    Well,  a  scientific  definition  is  the 

24  exposure,  times  the  hazard  there's  another 

25  definition  of  risk;  exposure,  times  hazard,  times 
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1  public  perception,  which  is  very  important.  It's 

2  important  that  people  feel  safe.    And  that  can  be 

3  risk,  with  a  capital  R-I-S-K.    It  can  be  very 

4  different  from  the  scientific  risk. 

5  Risk-based  decision  making  is  really  the 

6  process  of  focusing  on  sources  of  contamination,  in 

7  this  case,  it  would  be  the  petroleum  tanks,  primary 

8  source  of  contamination,  maybe  some  residual 

9  petroleum  in  the  soils,  that's  our  source  of 

10  contamination.    The  pathways,  through  which  this 

11  contamination  might  move,  such  as  groundwater, 

12  vapors  in  soil,  etc.,  and  the  receptors.  What 

13  would  the  receptors  be? 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    People,  plants  and 

15  animals. 

16  MR.  SMALL:    People,  plants  and 

17  animals,  that's  a  good  description.    What  if  you 

18  have  no  source,  is  there  a  risk?    No.    What  if  you 

19  have  no  pathway  for  the  source  or  the  contaminates 

20  to  move  through  to  the  receptor,  is  there  a  risk? 

21  No.    If  you  have  no  receptors  here,  is  there  a 

22  risk?    No.    You  must  have  all  three  of  these  things 

23  for  there  to  be  a  risk. 

24  We  want  to  look  at  both  current  and  potential 

25  future  risks  early  on  in  the  corrective  action 
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1  process,  this  is  part  of  risk-based  decision 

2  making.    We  want  to  do  this  up  front.    If  we  want 

3  to  use  risk-assessment  information  to  make  some 

4  decision,  how  much  corrective  action  is  needed,  and 

5  how  soon  is  it  needed?    So  really,  we're  headed 

6  for,  how  much  do  we  have  to  do,  and  how  soon  do  we 

7  have  to  do  it? 

8  Remember,  again,  we  are  looking  at  exposure, 

9  times  hazard,  equals  risk.    Now  the  exposure 

10  hazard,  generally,  is  for  petroleum  hydrocarbon. 

11  There  is  the  risk  of  exposure  to  vapors,  the 

12  product  in  the  soil,  if  there  were  actually 

13  gasoline  in  soil,  or  dissolved  in  water.    And  I 

14  think,  this  is  the  one  we're  most  concerned  with 

15  here.    We  certainly  don't  want  to  drink  that  or 

16  contact  that  contaminated  water,  or  inhale  vapors 

17  from  it,  or  have  It  come  in  contact  with  humans, 

18  plants,  animals. 

19  So  remember,  we've  got  exposure,  times 

20  hazard.    So  for  exposure,  we  have  to  have  sources, 

21  pathways,  receptors.    The  sources  at  the  Building 

22  637  area  we  have  primary  and  secondary  sources. 

23  The  primary  sources  would  be  the  above-ground 

24  storage  tanks  that  have  been  removed,  and  the  fuel 

25  lines  have  all  been  removed,  so  the  primary  sources 
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1  are  gone.    The  secondary  sources,  the  hydrocarbons 

2  in  the  soil,  have  been  partially  dealt  with.  There 

3  has  been  some  excavation  and  some  thermal  treatment 

4  of  that  soi I . 

5  What  about  pathways?   Well,  we  have  some 

6  potential  pathways.    We  have  groundwater  as  a 

7  potential  pathway  to  dissolve  transport.    There  is 

8  some  potential  for  vertical  migration  to  deeper 

9  groundwater,  but  that  appears  unlikely,  based  on 

10  the  groundwater  gradients  at  this  site.  Currently, 

11  the  plume  is  not  in  contact  with  any  surface 

12  water.    We  don't  think  surface  water  transport  is 

13  very  likely,  although,  it  is  uncertain  what's  going 

14  to  happen  with  the  wetlands  scenario.  Vapor 

15  transport  also  appears  unlikely. 

16  So  let's  look  at  exposure.    Source,  pathway, 

17  potential  receptors. 

18  FACILITATOR  KERN:    What  about 

19  groundwater  wel Is? 

20  MR.  SMALL:    The  only  groundwater 

21  wells  in  the  Building  637  are  the  monitoring 

22  wells.    There  are  no  drinking  water  wells. 

23  There's  no  currently  existing  human  receptors 

24  for  groundwater,  because  we  don't  have  any  wells  in 

25  the  area.    The  future  use  of  groundwater  is 
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1  unlikely,  because  there's  fairly  high-dissolved 

2  solvents  in  the  shallow  groundwater  in  this  area, 

3  meaning,  it's  somewhat  salty,  you  might  not  want  to 

4  drink  it. 

5  Worker  exposure  during  wetland  or  other 

6  future  construction  is  really  unknown.    I  don't 

7  know  what  the  National  Park  Service  is  planning 

8  here,  but  you  would  not  want  to  dig  into  this 

9  plume,  for  example,  because  there  would  be  some 

10  possibility  for  dermal  contact  inhalation. 

11  Ecological  risk  to  the  constructive  wetland 

12  is  considered  unlikely  as  the  plan  for  wetland 

13  construction  was  described  to  us.    But  it  is 

14  uncertain,  we  really  don't  know  what's  going  to 

15  happened  to  those  constructive  wetlands. 

16  There's  a  wide  range  of  hazards  here. 

17  Physical  hazards,  which  are  fire  and  explosion, 

18  those  are  certainly  the  most  dramatic -hazards 

19  associated  with  petroleum  hydrocarbons  or  methane. 

20  Whole  body  effects,  such  as  toxic  effects.  We 

21  don't  expect  anything  like  that  out  here. 

22  Teratogenic  effects,  mutagenic  effects,  can  occur 

23  from  a  variety  of  compounds.    And  then  the  big  one 

24  that  everyone's  concerned  about  is  carcinogenic 

25  effects,  or  cancer-causing  effects,  usually 
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1  associated  with  benzene,  toluene.    This  site, 

2  luckily,  is  fairly  depleted  in  benzene,  or  the 

3  concentrations  in  benzene  are  fairly  low  at  the 

4  Building  637  area. 

5  The  carcinogenic  hydrocarbons,  BTEX,  are  at 

6  relatively  low  levels  at  Building  637.    The  heavier 

7  hydrocarbons  that  have  been  left  behind,  locked  up 

8  in  the  soil,  etc.,  are,  generally,  of  lower 

9  toxicity. 

10  Let's  look  at  this  again.    Exposure,  times 

11  hazard,  equals  risk.    Much  of  the  source  has  been 

12  dealt  with  here.    The  tanks  have  been  taken  out, 

13  there's  been  a  lot  of  excavation,  we  may  still  have 

14  some  residual  source  locked  up  in  the  soil  below 

15  the  groundwater. 

16  Pathways.    We  have  some  potential  for  these 

17  dissolved  hydrocarbons  to  move  through  the 

18  groundwater.    We  have  a  dissolved  plume.    There  is 

19  some  potential  for  hydrocarbon  vapors  to  move 

20  through  soil,  and  methane,  as  was  pointed  out.  So 

21  we  have  some  residual  source,  we  have  some 

22  pathways,  potentially  for  migration.    As  far  as 

23  receptors,  we  don't  currently  have  receptors.  We 

24  have  some  questions  about  the  potential  future 

25  receptors,  in  terms  of  construction  workers  and  the 
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1  limit  at  which  you  can  detect. 

2  Typically,  in  the  past,  people  have  said, 

3  clean  up  to  100  parts  per  million,  total  petroleum 

4  hydrocarbon,  things  like  that.    You  may  have  heard 

5  of  these  types  of  cleanup  standards.    And  you  can 

6  clean  up  to  a  site-specific  standard,  calculated  on 

7  the  risk  at  the  individual  site. 

8  That's  basically  determining  cleanup,  based 

9  on  concentration  reduction.    You  can  also  regulate 

10  based  on  exposure  prevention.    Say,  as  long  as  it 

11  is  based  on  containment  or  migration,  we're  happy. 

12  As  long  as  the  plume  stays  where  it  is,  and  it's 

13  not  effecting  any  receptors,  we're  happy.  Okay, 

14  that  could  be  a  remediation  goal.    Or,  as  long  as 

15  it  doesn't  cross  this  line  in  the  sand,  as  long  as 

16  it  doesn't  go  beyond  this  point,  we're  happy.  And 

17  this  often  includes  some  form  of  institutional 

18  controls.    Such  as,  future  well  installations,  you 

19  may  have  restrictions  against  that.  Certain 

20  restrictions  regarding  certain  types  of 

21  construction  or  activity  in  the  area. 

22  And  then,  one  of  the  more  popular  approaches 

23  with  responsible  parties  would  be  the  no  action 

24  alternative,  which  is,  obviously,  not  going  to 

25  happen  here,  since  there  has  been  a  lot  of  action 
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1  wetlands.    So  that  kind  of  completes  our  model  of 

2  sources  and  pathways  and  receptors  for  the  637 

3  area. 

4  What  we  wanted  to  know  now  is,  how  do  we 

5  manage  this  risk?   We  ask  the  question,  how  risky 

6  is  this?    The  likelihood  of  harm  to  human  health 

7  and  the  environment.    It  appears  currently  low,  we 

8  have  a  couple  of  future  questions,  but  appears  very 

9  low  risk.    Risk  management  is:    What  shall  we  do 

10  about  risk  that  we've  determined  or  assessed?  Then 

11  using  this  risk  assessment  information  to  make 

12  regulatory  decisions.    And  those  decisions  are 

13  setting  cleanup  standards. 

14  So  let's  look  at  some  generic  cleanup  goals 

15  or  remediation  goals.    And  remember,  these  can  be 

16  used  in  combination  or  alone.    I've  kind  of  tried 

17  to  categorize  these.    These  are  goals  that  you 

18  might  set  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 

19  Presidio  to  meet.    You  could  say,  "This  is  the  way 

20  we  want  you  to  clean  up  the  site."    Once  you  get  to 

21  this  point,  you're  basically  done.    You  could  base 

22  it  on  concentration  reduction  where  they  had  to 

23  clean  up  the  background  or  non-detect.    You  could 

24  require  them  to  clean  up  to  some  generic  standard, 

25  these  are  sometimes  arbitrary,  or  based  on  the 
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1  taken  already. 

2  Those  are  the  generic  remedial  goals.  But 

3  there  are  a  lot  of  other  considerations.    We'd  like 

4  to  know  what  the  status  of  the  plume  is.    Is  it 

5  shrinking?    Is  it  stable  or  expanding?  Potential 

6  for  future  receptor  impact.    Land  use,  water  use. 

7  Future  land  use  and  water  use.  Institutional 

8  controls.    Cost  and  feasibility.    I  know  people 

9  don't  like  to  consider  this,  but  this  is  definitely 

10  a  reality,  cost  and  feasibility,  the  option 

11  selected.   And  this  is  a  big  one,  the  time  frame 

12  for  remediation. 

13  So  let's  look  at  possible  scenarios.  Again, 

14  these  are  not  the  answers.    I'm  not  suggesting  this 

15  as  cleanup  standards,  and  with  all  the  other 

16  disclaimers  in  place,  here  we  go. 

17  Here's  example  one.    Your  remedial 

18  remediation  goal  is  very  low  concentrations 

19  throughout  the  entire  dissolved  plume  in  a  short 

20  period  of  time.    We  want  it  cleaned  up  right  now. 

21  What  is  this  going  to  involve?    Well,  it's  probably 

22  going  to  involve  additional  excavation  in  the  plume 

23  below  the  water,  below  the  groundwater  in  the  plume 

24  core,  with  above-ground  soil  treatment,  probably 

25  pumping  and  treating  groundwater,  and  monitored 
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1  natural  attenuation  at  the  margins  in  the  plume. 

2  We're  looking  at  something  that's  relatively  fast, 

3  in  the  order  of  a  few  years,  and  very  expensive. 

4  You  see  your  remedial  goal  has  a  big  influence  over 

5  the  types  of  cleanup  technologies  that  you're 

6  forced  to  use,  the  time  that  it  takes  to  clean  it 

7  up,  and  costs  that  it  takes  to  clean  it  up. 

8  Let's  look  at  another  potential  remedial 

9  goal.    Lower  concentrations  throughout  the  plume 

10  over  a  longer  period  of  time.    The  technologies 

11  could  be  something  like  enhanced  biodegradation  in 

12  the  plume  core.    You  might  be  adding  oxygen  through 

13  air  sparging,  you  might  be  adding  some  sort  of 

14  nutrients  to  help  feed  the  bacteria  and  bulk  them 

15  up  a  little  bit  so  they  eat  the  hydrocarbons 

16  faster.    You  would  still  be  doing  some  pump  and 

17  treat  to  removed  the  dissolved  hydrocarbons.  And 

18  again,  natural  attenuation  at  the  margin  of  the 

19  plume.    We're  going  to  see  the  time  increase  on 

20  this,  and  this  is  relative  time,  I  don't  have  exact 

21  times  here.    And  the  cost  is  going  to  come  down 

22  somewhat. 

23  Here's  a  third  example.    And  here  I've 

24  changed  the  remedial  goal  from  a 

25  concentration-based  goal  to  a  containment  goal, 
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1  where  it's  non-migration  or  plume  containment  with 

2  no  surface  water  impacts,  this  is  very  important. 

3  If  the  wetlands  are  constructed,  and  there's  a 

4  surface  water  impact,  all  bets  are  off  on  this 

5  one. 

6  The  technology  that  you  could  use  at  this 

7  point  would  be  monitored  natural  attenuation  for 

8  the  entire  plume,  with  a  contingency  for  a  more 

9  active  cleanup  should  the  wetland  construction 

10  mobilize  the  plume  in  some  way,  or  should  the  plume 

11  move  in  some  way  that  was  not  expected.    We  don't 

12  expect  this  plume  to  move,  we  think  it's  fairly 

13  stable.    But  you  need  to  monitor  it  and  if  you  see 

14  that  it's  moving,  you  need  to  have  a  contingency. 

15  Again,  the  goal  is  non-migration,  with  the 

16  caveat  that  no  surface  water  impacts  monitored 

17  natural  attenuation  throughout  the  plume,  with 

18  monitoring  with  a  contingency  plan  in  case  the 

19  plume  moves  in  an  unexpected  way.    The  time  on  this 

20  is  much  longer,  and  the  cost  is  going  to  be  lower. 

21  I  don't  know  exactly  how  much  it  will  cost. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    It  would  seem 

23  that  the  accelerated  biodegradation  is  a  relatively 

24  cheap  remedial  action.    Why  would  anyone  chose  this 

25  one  given  the  fact  what  we  know  about  accelerated 
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1  biodegradation?    This  seems  to  me  to  be  silly.  Why 

2  do  that  at  all?    That's  something  in  land  that  has 

3  no  value,  whatsoever.    We  don't  know  what  the  value 

4  of  this  land  is,  but  it's  presumably  more  valuable 

5  than  just  a  containment.    And  given  that  you  know 

6  biodegradation  is  occurring,  and  it's  a  relatively 

7  cheap  process  to  accelerate,  I  would  vote  and  say 

8  this  is  just  a  waste  of  time,  example  three. 

9  MR.  SMALL:    This  particular  site, 

10  what  is  important,  is  this  particular  site  is 

11  unique  in  the  fact  that  it  has  very  low  oxygen. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    So  just  a  little 

13  bit  of  oxygen  may  really  make  it  go.    If  it's 

14  really  confined  by  methanization,  maybe  you  could 

15  accelerate  it  quite  a  bit. 

16  MR.  SMALL:    This  is  a  good  thing  for 

17  the  RAB,  the  Regional  Board,  and  the  Presidio  to 

18  discuss.    Trying  to  get  some  more  costs  on  some  of 

19  these  approaches.    Look  at  what  kind  of  time 

20  savings  you've  got  versus  cost  savings,  and  get 

21  some  sort  of  a  reality  check  on  it.    And  if  indeed, 

22  several  million  dollars  is  the  cost,  but  that  seems 

23  cheap  for  time  savings,  then  maybe  that's  your 

24  approach.    Several  million  dollars  seems  out  of  the 

25  question,  which  it  is  at  many  sites.    And  you  asked 
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1  the  question,  why  would  anyone  ever  chose  this 

2  approach?    There's  a  lot  of  reasons.    Because  we 

3  have  sites  where  it's  just  not  possible  to  get  any 

4  of  this  out  of  the  ground  or  to  do  these  types  of 

5  engineered  approaches.    We  may  have  plumes  in  the 

6  area  that  are  inaccessible,  that  are  very  deep, 

7  etc.    Responsible  parties  may  not  appear  to  have  as 

8  deep  pockets  as  the  military,  so  they  may  not  have 

9  as  much  money,  so  there  are  various  reasons  why 

10  people  do  chose  this.    And  there's  feasibility  and 

11  cost  issues. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:  I  would  agree 

13  with  you.    I  was  specializing  my  remarks  for  those 

14  here. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  need  to  jump  in 

16  here,  and  ask  you  where  you  are  in  your 

17  presentation? 

18  MR.  SMALL:    I'm  at  the  conclusion  and 

19  recommendation. 

20  Exposure  risk  assessment  are  tools  for 

21  determining  the  amount  and  urgency  of  corrective 

22  action  necessary.    It's  not  a  magic  thing.  We're 

23  trying  to  ask  how  much  we  need  to  do  and  how  soon 

24  we  need  to  do  it. 

25  Human  receptors  are  not  currently 
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1  threatened.    Ecological  receptors  are  not  currently 

2  threatened.    The  plume  is  not  expected  to  migrate 

3  significantly,  based  on  the  information  that  we've 

4  seen.    However,  future  ecological  and  worker  risk 

5  is  uncertain,  mainly  because  of  the  wetland 

6  construction  scenario  that  we  are  just  not 

7  completely  clear  on. 

8  The  wetlands  is  not  the  only  potential 

9  exposure  for  future  construction.    There  may  be 

10  other  construction  activities,  depending  on  what 

11  the  Park  Service  decides  to  do  here.    And  if  you 

12  are  going  to  do  those  construction  activities  above 

13  this  plume,  or  even  to  the  depth  that  you  might  get 

14  into  the  dissolved  plume,  then  that's  a 

15  consideration,  too. 

16  Okay.    Setting  remedial  goals  for  this  site 

17  should  include  stakeholder  input.    By  stakeholders, 

18  I  mean,  the  public,  regulators,  the  Army,  Park 

19  Service,  everyone  involved.    You  need  to  work 

20  through  these  considerations  together. 

21  If  you  are  going  to  consider  monitored 

22  natural  attenuation,  institution  controls  may  be 

23  appropriate.    Think  about  those  for  controlling 

24  potential  exposures,  long-term. 

25  Regardless  of  the  remedial  goals  chosen,  I 
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1  believe  that  natural  attenuation  and  biodegradation 

2  will  be  useful  components  within  the  overall 

3  approach.    Perhaps,  at  plume  margins,  perhaps,  as 

4  an  accelerated  or  enhanced  biodegradation  for  the 

5  plume,  it  will  play  some  role. 

6  Monitoring  is  recommended  as  a  safeguard  for 

7  any  remedial  technology  chosen  to  make  sure  that  it 

8  performs  as  expected. 

9  Any  other  questions?   Thank  you,  again,  for 

10  sitting  through  our  tag-team  presentation. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you,  Matt, 

12  and  to  the  other  experts  here  tonight.    I  wonder  if 

13  any  of  you  might  be  available  for  further  questions 

14  at  some  later  date?   Contact  me,  phone  or  E-mail, 

15  would  that  be  appropriate? 

16  MR.  RICE:    Yes,  please,  contact  me. 

17  FACILITATOR  KERN:    It  would  be 

18  appropriate,  at  this  point,  to  give  our  reporter  a 

19  well-deserved  break.    We've  gone  considerably  over 

20  on  this  element,  and  we're  going  to  have  to  plow 

21  through  the  remaining  agenda,  so  we'll  resume  in  10 

22  minutes 

23  (Break) 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    All  right.  I'll 

25  turn  it  over  to  Rich  Johns,  from  IT. 
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1  MR.  JOHNS:    I'm  going  to  provide  a 

2  brief  presentation  on  the  status  of  our  work  at 

3  Crissy  Field,  because  soil  removal  tends  to  be  a 

4  boring  topic.    If  people  have  questions  along  the 

5  way,  please  stop  me.    I've  been  told  I  can't  back 

6  up  more  than  one  slide,  so  if  you  wait  too  long, 

7  you  have  to  wait  until  next  month. 

8  A  little  background  on  Crissy  Field.  The 

9  work  we're  doing  is  to  support  the  reuse  of  Crissy 

10  Field  by  the  Park  Service.    GGNPA,  NPS  are  going  to 

11  create  a  spectacular  recreational  and  educational 

12  site  for  the  entire  community.    Like  I  said,  we're 

13  doing  this  to  facilitate  their  reuse. 

14  A  little  background  of  the  remedial  action 

15  plan  was  prepared  last  year  and  completed  on  April 

16  17th.    We  initiated  remedial  actions  on  Crissy 

17  Field  on  April  20th.    We  initiated  work  at  eight  of 

18  nine  sites,  and  that's  actually  changed.    Today  we 

19  started  work  on  the  final  site.  Fill  site  7.  One 

20  of  the  things  we're  finding  is  that  the  soil 

21  sampling  that  we're  doing  for  the  confirmation  was 

22  indicating  larger  amounts  of  soil  than  we  have 

23  originally  anticipated.    The  little  dots  pop  up 

24  where  all  the  remediation  sites  are,  so  we'll  go 

25  through  these  pretty  quickly. 
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1  I  think  the  first  site  we'll  talk  about  is 

2  East  of  Mason.    This  is  the  first  site  we  started. 

3  This  is  a  couple  of  photographs  of  the  excavation 

4  area.    This  was  planned  as  a  40-ton  excavation. 

5  We're  shipping  all  the  soil  off  site.    It  is  a  lot 

6  easier  for  us  to  think  in  one  unit  as  opposed  to 

7  converting  back  and  forth  in  yards.    It  was 

8  originally  planned  at  40  tons,  we're  up  to  400 

9  tons.    The  original  excavation  has  increased  to 

10  that  extent.    Not  much  depth  increase,  we're  still 

11  at  about  two- feet  deep.    We  were  hoping  we'd  be 

12  done  today.    We  got  results  of  confirmation 

13  sampling  from  our  seventh  step  out.    We  had  one 

14  dirty  sample.    We  have  a  little  more  excavation  to 

15  do,  and  I  think  we'll  be  there. 

16  The  next  site  is  Fill  site  7.    We  started 

17  this  one  this  week,  set  up  and  actually  started 

18  excavation  on  some  of  the  sites  this  morning.  The 

19  large  areas  are  sites  where  we  had  metal 

20  contamination.    The  smaller  squares  are  test 

21  potholes  or  test  pits.    We're  going  to  excavate  for 

22  potential  petroleum  contamination.    This  site,  it 

23  was  started  the  last,  because  we've  done  fairly 

24  extensive  additional  investigation  out  there  since 

25  the  preparation  of  the  RAP.    It  was  done  to 
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1  identify  any  potential  metals  of  concern.  During 

2  that  sampling  process  we  did  notice  some  petroleum 

3  odors,  so  instead  of  going  out  and  doing  additional 

4  investigation  to  try  and  define  that,  we're  going 

5  to  use  the  excavation  to  determine  if  those  are 

6  problems,  and  if  they  are,  we're  going  to  expand 

7  them  accordingly. 

8  Building  924.    This  is  one  of  the  former 

9  firing  ranges.    It's  on  the  hillside,  which  is  a 

10  little  road  that  goes  up  to  Lincoln  Road.  This 

11  excavation  area  is  going  up  the  hillside.  We 

12  completed  the  extent  of  that  excavation.  We've 

13  done  the  confirmation  sampling.    It  indicates  that 

14  there's  a  little  more  soil  that  needs  to  come  out. 

15  Because  of  the  slope  there,  it's  a  very  steep 

16  slope,  we're  doing  a  stability  analysis  to  make 

17  sure  that  we're  not  going  to  create  some  stability 

18  problems  for  that  roadway. 

19  The  923/937  area.    Basically,  there's  four 

20  small  excavation  areas.    We've  completed  three  of 

21  the  sites,  one  is  cleaned  up,  two  will  require  some 

22  over  excavation,  and  the  third,  when  we  complete 

23  the  extent.    You  can  see  up  at  the  very  top,  the 

24  pink  shows  the  over  excavation  we've  done.  The 

25  next  linear  one  will  require  some  over  excavation 
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1  in  the  future.    The  long  thin  one  coming  down  the 

2  side  is  the  one  that's  in  progress,  we've 

3  cross-patched  the  area  that  we've  completed. 

4  The  950  site,  up  in  the  corner.    It's  an  area 

5  of  some  former  buildings.    You  can  see  the  fairly 

6  large  extensive  excavation,  it's  relatively 

7  shallow,  the  crossed- patched  areas  are  those 

8  areas.    Basically,  we  completed  all  the  initial 

9  excavation  extent.    The  pink  shows  where  we 

10  expanded  the  over  excavation  laterally.    The  yellow 

11  shows  where  we  increased  the  depth  of  the 

12  excavation.    We  originally  planned  for  about  8,000 

13  tons  of  soil  to  date,  we  removed  close  to  11,500 

14  tons,  and  we  still  have  some  additional  work  to  do 

15  to  complete  that. 

16  Crissy  Field  Rifle  and  Skeet  Range. 

17  Essentially,  it's  four  areas  along  the  bay  front 

18  that  we're  dealing  with.    You  can  see  there's  a 

19  small  retaining  wall  that  we  set  up  to  prevent  our 

20  work  from  causing  sedimentation  from  going  into  the 

21  bay.    Again,  these  are  very  large  shallow 

22  excavations,  so  we're  using  dozers  to  make  our 

23  initial  cuts. 

24  There's  four  excavation  areas  here.   We  have 

25  completed  one.    The  eastern  most  excavation  has 
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1  been  completed.    We  have  done  over  excavation  on 

2  the  next  excavation  in  the  order;  that's 

3  continuing.    And  then  we've  got  two  other  areas 

4  that  we're  still  working  on  the  initial  excavation 

5  extent.    Like  the  others,  the  soil  quantities  have 

6  increased  fairly  significantly  on  this  site. 

7  Here,  instead  of  excavating  and  taking 

8  samples  and  sending  them  off  to  the  laboratory  for 

9  analysis,  we  do  an  initial  screening  in  the  field. 

10  We  actually  sieve  the  soil  samples  and  we  look  for 

11  skeet  fragments  and  lead  shot.    If  we  determine 

12  that  either  of  those  are  present  we  continue  the 

13  excavation  and  we  won't  bother  with  the  laboratory 

14  analysis  until  we  get  that  part  of  the  problem 

15  addressed. 

16  Building  937  site.    This  is  an  area  where  the 

17  UVB  system  was  located.    We  did  an  excavation  at 

18  the  corner  of  the  building  to  explore  for  potential 

19  petroleum  and  impacted  soils.    We  did  find  the 

20  problem  at  the  corner  of  the  building,  and  that 

21  excavation  is  being  expanded. 

22  Building  979,  up  in  the  far  corner.  This 

23  site  basically  had  two  missions.    One  was  to 

24  explore  for  some  buried  drum  debris.    When  the  Park 

25  Service  did  some  work  in  the  area  they  encountered 
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1  some  crushed  drums,  basically  left  them  in  place. 

2  Ue  came  in  and  did  a  geophysical  survey  to  look  for 

3  magnetic  anomalies,  identified  several  locations, 

4  and  excavated  those.    We  found  the  drum  debris  that 

5  the  Park  Service  had  located  and  also  found  one 

6  impact  drum.    All  this  material  was  located.  There 

7  were  also  several  petroleum  excavations  associated 

8  with  this  site.    Except  for  a  little  bit  of 

9  additional  sampling,  I  think  we're  pretty  much 

10  wrapped  up  with  the  work  we  need  to  do  here. 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Was  there  anything 

12  in  the  drum? 

13  MR.  JOHNS:    There  was  a  very  small 

14  amount  of  liquid  in  the  drum,  basically,  a 

15  flammable  liquid. 

16  I  believe  the  final  site  that  we're  dealing 

17  with  is  the  604/643.    We  Just  initiated  the  work  on 

18  this  site  last  week.   We  pulled  out  a  couple  of 

19  hundred  tons  of  soil.    You  can  see,  again,  it's  a 

20  fairly  long,  linear  excavation.    It's  in  a  very 

21  fine  restricted  area,  so  we  have  very  slow  work  to 

22  get  that  one  completed. 

23  And  a  little  summary  of  where  we're  at.  When 

24  we  produced  the  RAP  in  the  workplan,  we  were 

25  projecting  that  we  would  have  about  24,000  tons  of 
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1  material  that  we  would  move  off  the  site.    As  of 

2  Friday  of  last  week,  we  moved  almost  25,000  tons. 

3  From  what  we  see  we  have  left,  we're  projecting 

4  that  we'll  be  up  to  50,000  tons  before  we're  done. 

5  Now  that,  obviously,  would  raise  some  concern 

6  with  the  schedule.    We've  taken  specific  steps 

7  recently,  to  help  improve  our  production  to  be  able 

8  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  GGNPA  and  the  NPS  so 

9  they  can  get  in  and  get  their  Crissy  Field  project 

10  started.    We've  been  adding  additional  crews  and 

11  equipment,  we're  exploring  that.    The  possibility 

12  of  increasing  work  hours,  we  talked  with  the  Park 

13  Service  today  about  that.    We  implemented  some 

14  streamline  sampling  excavation  processes  instead  of 

15  stepping-out  sampling,  where,  at  the  East  of  Mason 

16  site,  we  did.    We're  on  our  eighth  step  out.  It's 

17  a  very  time  consuming  operation.    We're  looking  at 

18  the  possibility  of  pothole  excavation,  to  better 

19  define  where  our  step  outs  are.    So  instead  of 

20  going  out  five  feet  at  a  time,  we  may  take  10, 

21  15-foot  step  outs,  depending  on  what  that  sampling 

22  indicates.    And  we've  also  been  coordinating  with 

23  the  GGNPA  to  prioritize  which  sites  are  the  most 

24  important  for  them,  for  us  to  be  done  with  first, 

25  so  we  can  get  out  of  the  way  and  they  can  start 
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1  work  on  certain  areas  while  we're  continuing  some 

2  of  the  other  sites,  the  lower  priority  sites. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    How  do  you  pay 

4  for  the  extra  work? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  anticipated 

6  scope  work  and  requested  adequate  funding  for 

7  that.    So  right  now,  we're  fine. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:     I  would  just  like 

9  to  say,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  National  Park 

10  Service,  that  we  really  appreciate  the  efforts  from 

11  the  Army  and  IT,  for  having  done  all  of  the 

12  extensive  work  at  Crissy  Field.    And  we  really  have 

13  had  very  few  problems,  in  spite  of  the  amount  of 

14  earth  movement  that's  going  on,  in  terms  of 

15  visitors  and  traffic  and  that  type  of  thing. 

16  MR.  JOHNS:    Yes.    We've  probably 

17  moved,  on  average,  60  to  70  truck  loads  of  material 

18  off  the  site  a  day  over  the  last  several  weeks.  So 

19  that's  quite  a  bit  of  truck  traffic. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Where  does  all 

21  of  this  tonnage  actually  get  deposited? 

22  MR.  JOHNS:    There  are  various  land 

23  fills  we're  going  to  for  disposal.    It  depends  on 

24  the  characteristics  of  the  waste.    The  nonhazardous 

25  materials  are  going  to  some  local  landfills.  The 
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1  hazardous  soils  are  going  down  to  the  Bakersfield 

2  area,  where  there's  several  large  hazardous  waste 

3  facilities. 

4  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  questions? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    It  looks  like 

6  great  work,  considering  the  difficulties  that 

7  you've  encountered. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Rich. 

9  Moving  onto  the  next  item,  the  Main  Installation, 

10  FS/RAP  presentation. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Can  everyone 

12  hear  me?    I'm  going  to  quickly  go  through  where  we 

13  are  with  the  Main  Installation  Feasibility  Study, 

14  where  we  are  right  now,  and  where  we're  going  to 

15  go.    So  quickly,  here  are  the  main  subject  areas 

16  that  I'm  going  to  go  through  in  the  next  few 

17  minutes.    I  believe  that  we  had  copies  of  these 

18  slides  at  the  back  of  the  room,  so  if  you  want  to 

19  refer  to  those,  feel  free  to  do  so. 

20  Okay,  just  some  quick  background  on  the 

21  remedial  investigation,  Feasibi I ity  Study  process 

22  here  at  the  Presidio. 

23  It  started  back  in  1990.    The  initiaL 

24  remedial  investigation  report,  culminating  of  a 

25  final  remedial  investigation  report,  published  in 
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1  January  of  1997.    And  over  the  course  of  those 

2  eight  years  we  actually  produced  four  complete 

3  remedial  investigation  reports,  although,  you  don't 

4  see  the  different  time  periods  in  there.    And  then 

5  in  parallel  with  those  reports,  we  also  produced  a 

6  Feasibility  Study  report,  culminating  in  the  draft 

7  final  FS  that  was  published  for  public  review  last 

8  summer. 

9  So  at  this  point  in  time,  the  Army  published 

10  a  draft  final  FS.    We  received  comments  from  a 

11  great  number  of  stakeholders.    We  initiated  a 

12  process  to  begin  addressing  comments  on  the 

13  Feasibility  Study  and  we  interrupted  that  process 

14  in  the  middle  of  December,  based  on  discussions 

15  with  the  stakeholders,  and  primarily,  the  Presidio 

16  Trust,  because  they  wanted  an  opportunity  to  submit 

17  some  supplemental  comments  in  the  form  of  alternate 

18  proposals  to  the  FS.    We  received  those  from  them 

19  in  May  of  this  year.    Just  prior  to  that  time,  the 

20  Army  re-initiated  the  efforts  to  start  the 

21  Feasibility  Study  process  again,  and  that  started 

22  in  April.    We  have  a  new  contractor  doing  that, 

23  because  the  old  contractor's  contract  expired.  The 

24  old  contractor  was  Dames  &  Moore.    The  new 

25  contractor  is  Montgomery/Watson,  and  you're 
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1  familiar  with  many  folks  on  their  staff. 

2  These  are  the  main  objectives  that  we  have 

3  for  the  Feasibility  Study.    Obviously,  one  of  the 

4  main  things  we're  going  to  do  is  to  respond  to  all 

5  the  comments.    That's  the  comments  that  were 

6  received  at  the  end  of  the  comment  period  last 

7  September,  as  well  as  supplemental  comments 

8  submitted  by  the  RAB  Feasibility  Study 

9  subcommittee,  and  supplemental  comments  submitted 

10  by  the  Presidio  Trust  in  May  of  this  year. 

11  Also,  we  have  an  opportunity  now,  in  revising 

12  this  document,  to  incorporate  additional  data 

13  that's  been  collected  at  various  sites  throughout 

14  the  Presidio.    For  example,  Landfill  E.    We've  done 

15  a  lot  of  additional  seep  sampling,  and  things  of 

16  this  nature  at  that  particular  site,  that  are  going 

17  to  help  us  in  evaluating  what  are  appropriate 

18  remedies  at  various  sites. 

19  Also,  it  is  our  intention  to  revise  the 

20  cleanup  levels.    Obviously,  there  was  a  lot  of 

21  concern  that  some  of  the  cleanup  levels  proposed  in 

22  our  draft  FS  were  inappropriate.    We're  going  to 

23  closely  look  at  those,  and  have  intentions  to 

24  revise  those,  as  needed. 

25  Also,  there's  been  more  clarification  since 
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1  last  fall  on  the  reuse  claims  for  the  Presidio, 

2  having  the  Trust  on  board  for  about  a  year. 

3  There's  been  some  clarification  that's  going  to 

4  help  us  determine  review,  and  that's  going  to 

5  impact  what  direction  we  take,  and,  of  course,  it 

6  is  our  intention  to  follow  the  appropriate  state 

7  and  federal  guidelines. 

8  This  next  slide  describes  the  scope  of  the 

9  work  that  we  have  for  this  document.  Basically, 

10  what  this  tells  us  is  what  the  document  is  going  to 

11  consist  of,  and  what  it's  not.    It's  going  to 

12  address  all  the  sites  within  the  Main  Installation, 

13  as  defined  in  last  year's  document,  with  the 

14  exception  of  the  areas  that  you  see  here  on  the 

15  slide.    That's  Crissy  Field  and  the  DEH  areas. 

16  Both  already  have  signed  decision  documents, 

17  remedial  action  plans,  so  they're  not  included  in 

18  the  revised  FS.    The  CERCLA  tanks  and  the  firing 

19  ranges  are  in  separate  operable  units,  and  we'll 

20  have  a  separate  discussion  document  prepared  for 

21  those  two  groups  of  projects. 

22  The  lead- based  paint,  asbestos  issues,  in  and 

23  around  buildings,  residential  and  nonresidential. 

24  As  you  know,  the  Army  has  addressed  these  issues  in 

25  the  residential  areas,  has  not  in  nonresidential 
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1  areas.    But  again,  with  this  particular  issue,  it 

2  is  at  a  national  level,  and  it's  beyond  the  scope 

3  of  my  authority  in  managing  this  program  to  address 

4  those  issues  in  this  document. 

5  The  Public  Health  Service  Hospital  area  has 

6  assigned  ROD  from  April,  of  1995.    The  petroleum 

7  sites  are  under  the  Petroleum  Program. 

8  So  how  are  we  going  to  get  there  to  revising 

9  the  final  FS?   Well,  this  describes,  in  general 

10  terms,  what  our  approach  is  going  to  be.    We  want 

11  to  develop  current  ARARs.    Our  biggest  concern  here 

12  is  what  ARARs  apply  for  the  landfills.    I  think 

13  it's  certainly  quite  evident  to  the  Army,  if  not  to 

14  the  rest  of  you,  that  the  issues  regarding  what  to 

15  do  about  the  landfills  represent  the  most  expensive 

16  part  of  the  remedies  that  need  to  be  developed  for 

17  the  revised  FS.    And  certainly,  we  need  to  make 

18  sure  that  the  ARARs  are  applicable  and  appropriate, 

19  that  we  have  a  good  handle  on  what  those  are,  as 

20  well  as,  for  all  of  the  other  sites  involved. 

21  Again,  as  I  previously  mentioned  in  our 

22  objectives,  we're  going  to  calculate  new  cleanup 

23  levels  for  groundwater  and  soil,  where  applicable, 

24  because  that  was,  again,  a  major  concern  for  many 

25  stakeholders  in  the  comments.    We  need  to  go 
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1  through  an  evaluation  of  alternatives  with  various 

2  technologies  and  remedies  consistent  not  only  with 

3  the  NCP  process  and  those  nine  criteria,  but  also 

4  the  state's  parallel  criteria  for  that. 

5  Also,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  this  document 

6  is  organized  in  a  very  smooth  and  easy-to-read 

7  manner.    There  were  certainly  a  lot  of  comments 

8  about  the  very  confusing  manner  in  which  the 

9  previous  document  was  organized,  so  we  want  to  get 

10  a  handle  on  that  and  improve  on  that  dramatically. 

11  We're  also  going  to  include,  as  an  appendix 

12  to  this  document,  a  response  to  all  the  comments. 

13  As  you're  probably  aware,  or  you  should  have 

14  received  --  in  the  past,  when  we  initiated  our 

15  response  to  comments  on  the  draft  FS  last  year,  we 

16  just  provided  general  responses  to  about  eight  to 

17  ten  general  areas  that  we  had  identified  as  major 

18  concerns  to  the  stakeholders,  and  we  never  really 

19  got  into  specific  response  to  comments  from  each 

20  agency  or  stakeholder,  because  we  interrupted  that 

21  process,  like  I  said,  in  mid  December.    So  this 

22  document  is  going  to  include  an  appendix  that  will 

23  have  a  response  to  all  the  comments  from  all  the 

24  stakeholders,  including  those  recently  received 

25  from  both  the  Trust  and  the  RAB/FS  subcommittee. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


Page  18 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


73 


1  And  then  the  other  thing  we're  going  to  do  in 

2  this  approach,  in  order  to  expedite  the 

3  decision-making  process,  is  to  include  the  draft 

4  remedial  action  plan  as  part  of  this  document.  So 

5  it  is  going  to  be  a  duel  document,  presenting  the 

6  Feasibility  Study,  as  well  as  the  draft  RAP.  And 

7  that's  a  pretty  common  technique  used  in  the  CERCLA 

8  process. 

9  This  is  our  strategy  for  involving  the 

10  public,  the  regulators,  and  the  other  federal 

11  agencies  involved  in  the  process,  and  anyone  else 

12  that  is  concerned.    It  is  our  intention  to  meet 

13  regularly  with  the  technical  administrative  staff 

14  from  both  the  EPA  and  DTSC,  to  seek  their  technical 

15  guidance  on  the  appropriateness  of  how  we're 

16  progressing  with  the  development  of  the  document. 

17  We  intend  to  have  focus  meetings  with  the 

18  RAB/FS  subcommittee,  as  needed.    And  have  other 

19  periodic  meetings  with  the  other  stakeholders,  the 

20  Park  Service,  the  Presidio  Trust,  any  other 

21  agencies  that  may  be  concerned,  and  to  have  a 

22  progress  report  each  month  at  the  RAB  meeting. 

23  Lastly,  this  is  our  best  estimate,  at  this 

24  point  in  time,  of  how  long  we  envision  this  process 

25  taking,  or  the  path  we  see  this  process  taking. 
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1  Our  contractor,  our  consultant,  Montgomery/Watson, 

2  has  been  in  discussions  with  the  Corps  since  back 

3  in  April,  formalizing  our  intent.    They've  been  in 

4  the  process  of  developing  these  cleanup  levels  and 

5  that's  going  to  be  one  of  the  first  things  we  have 

6  an  opportunity  to  present.    We're  going  to  present 

7  that  at  the  August  RAB  and  at  the  August  RPM 

8  meeting. 

9  The  third  block  that  you  can  see,  that  is  the 

10  time  period  that  we  believe  it  is  going  to  take  to 

11  develop  the  remainder  of  the  responsiveness  summary 

12  that  will  be  followed  by  a  review  period  process, 

13  but  that's  the  review  period  for  that  document, 

14  since  it  does  include  the  draft  RAP.    Then  after 

15  that,  submitting  it  for  signature. 

16  When  I  talked  about  this  at  the  RPM  meeting, 

17  there  was  some  concern  about  the  review  period  time 

18  being  45  days,  and  being  around  the  holidays,  and 

19  concerns  about  that.    Again,  this  is  what  we 

20  envision  this  schedule  to  be.    I  think,  certainly, 

21  as  we've  done  in  the  past,  we've  taken  into 

22  consideration  review  time  periods,  and  we  intend  to 

23  do  that  in  this  case,  as  well.    But  just  for  the 

24  purposes  of  laying  out  a  schedule,  and  the  general 

25  time  frame  of  how  long  we  think  this  process  is 
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1  going  to  take,  that's  the  review  period  that's  put 

2  there. 

3  So  we're  looking  at  finishing  up  this  entire 

4  process  by  spring  of  next  year.    And  assuming  that 

5  happens,  then  the  remedial  action  work  will  take 

6  place  following  that. 

7  So  that  about  covers  it  for  the  FS  status. 

8  Does  anyone  have  any  questions? 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    On  your  schedule, 

10  could  you  breakdown  a  little  bit  what's  going  to 

11  take  you  the  six  months  to  produce  the  document?  I 

12  mean,  given  that  you've  done  it  several  times 

13  already. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  first 

15  thing  is,  at  this  point  in  time,  we  have  not 

16  clearly  defined  all  the  little  components  of  the 

17  revised  FS  and  the  draft  RAP  within  that  six-month 

18  period.    As  you  know,  looking  at  last  year's 

19  document,  and  because  it's  a  CERCLA-decision 

20  document,  there  are  components  of  it  that  are 

21  pretty  standard.    You  have  the  ARARs  analysis, 

22  description  of  the  cleanup  levels,  and  all  of  those 

23  types  of  things.    And  it's  all  those  components  in 

24  the  standard  Feasibility  Study  document.  There's 

25  an  EPA  document  that  talks  about  that,  that's  going 
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1  to  take  that  entire  period  of  time.  Specifically, 

2  when  each  of  those  portions  or  segments  of  the 

3  document  is  going  to  be  developed  and  produced,  we 

4  aren't  there  yet. 

5  We  did  feel  that  the  most  important  thing  was 

6  to  start  looking  at  cleanup  levels,  to  start 

7  looking  at  the  risk  assessment,  and  the  concerns  of 

8  the  stakeholders  and  their  comments  about  those 

9  issues.   And  that's  why  we  decided  to  task  our 

10  consultant  to  start  looking  at  those  things  first. 

11  Besides  that  particular  portion,  I  don't  have  the 

12  specifics  on  the  rest  of  that. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    On  the  meetings 

14  that  you  laid  out  with  the  regulators  and  the  RAB, 

15  and  various  other  agencies,  like  the  Trust  and  the 

16  Park  Service,  one  of  the  ways  that  the  community 

17  gets  a  sense  for  what  is  happening  is,  we  talk  with 

18  the  regulators  and  the  reuse  people,  and  we  try  to 

19  get  a  sense  for  what  their  read  is.    Were  your 

20  meetings  all  individual?    Like,  you'll  have 

21  meetings  with  just  the  regulators  and  just  with  the 

22  Park  Service?   Or  are  you  going  to  have  group 

23  meetings  with  all  of  these  people  together,  so  we 

24  can  get  it  all  at  the  same  time,  or  what? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  think 
RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


Page  19 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 


77 


1  in  certain  instances,  like  at  the  RPM  meeting, 

2  that's  going  to  be  a  collective  opportunity,  all 

3  the  stakeholders  would  be  involved.    But  certainly, 

4  there  are  going  to  be  times  when  the  risk 

5  assessment  consultant  from  Montgomery/Watson  needs 

6  to  talk  to  the  risk  assessment  person  from  DTSC,  or 

7  the  landfill  expert  at  Montgomery/Watson.    And  the 

8  Corps  of  Engineers  may  need  to  talk  to  someone  from 

9  the  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board.    Those  types 

10  of  conversations  may  go  on  all  the  time,  and  they 

11  may  go  on  over  the  phone.    And  it's  that  type  of 

12  consultation  and  discussion  with  the  regulatory 

13  agencies  that  there  just  may  not  be  that  type  of 

14  opportunity  to  have  you  or  someone  from  the  RAB/FS 

15  subcommittee,  or  somebody  from  the  Presidio  Trust, 

16  in  on  that  phone  call.    We  envision  plenty  of 

17  opportunities  with  other  meetings  where  we  would 

18  certainly  tell  you,  "Hey,  we  had  a  discussion  with 

19  the  regulators,  this  is  what  we  talked  about,  this 

20  is  why  we  talked  about  it,  here's  what  we  proposed 

21  to  them." 

22  So  I  think  there's  going  to  be  a  lot  of 

23  opportunity  to  have  dialogue,  to  give  folks  an 

24  opportunity  to  understand  what  direction  we  want  to 

25  go,  to  see  how  we're  addressing  the  comments  as  it 
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1  relates  to  that  specific  issue,  that  type  of 

2  thing. 

3  Our  main  effort,  similar  to  what  Matt  Small 

4  was  talking  about  with  637,  we  want  to  get  a  read 

5  from  the  regulators,  too.    What  are  the  regulatory 

6  requirements  for  cleanup  at  this  particular  site, 

7  or  with  regards  to  this  particular  issue?  And 

8  we're  going  to  be  depending  heavily  on  the 

9  regulatory  agencies  to  tell  us  exactly  what  that 

10  is. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLANK:    I  think  it  was 

12  close  to  a  year  ago,  when  the  comments  on  the 

13  Feasibility  Study  were  submitted.    We  all  began 

14  meeting  with  the  Army,  the  regulators,  the  Park 

15  Service,  the  community,  and  the  Trust  consultants, 

16  and  looking  at  how  could  we  move  beyond  this 

17  impasse  on  the  Feasibility  Study.    And  I  believe, 

18  that  we  had  an  agreement  to  work  very  much  hand  in 

19  hand,  so  that  all  players  would  be  working  together 

20  and  having  a  collaborative  process,  where  we  sat  at 

21  the  table  together  and  worked  through  the  issues. 

22  There  weren't  separate  meetings  with  the 

23  regulators,  and  separate  meetings  with  the  RAB,  and 

24  separate  meetings  with  the  reuse  people. 

25  So  what  I  heard  today,  to  me,  this  was  a 
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1  different  track.    And  the  first  time  when  I  heard 

2  it,  as  we  were  kind  of  going  down  --  well, 

3  eventually,  I  understood.    I  haven't  really  had 

4  time  to  digest  all  of  it,  and  I  just  wanted  people 

5  to  understand  that. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    My  question  is 

7  in  regards  to  the  schedule.    I  see  you  have  a 

8  document  that  is  deliverable  on  a  certain  date,  and 

9  then  another  document.    Because  of  the  fact  that 

10  you  have  the  RAP  wrapped  into  the  FS,  when  does  the 

11  public  get  the  document  to  look  at?   And  then,  what 

12  are  the  review  periods  that  are  involved, 

13  particularly,  with  respect  to  the  RAP?    I  believe 

14  there  are  some  statutory  requirements  that  may  be 

15  skipped,  or  that  we  may  have  already  gone  by,  that 

16  I  have  constantly  asked  about.    I  would  like  to  be 

17  able  to  pass  that  information  onto  to  my  community 

18  member  constituents. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  statutory 

20  requirements  that  you  are  talking  about,  is  for  the 

21  draft  remedial  action  plan.    There's  a  30-day 

22  review  period  associated  with  that  according  to  the 

23  California  Regulations.    And,  of  course,  in  our 

24  case,  as  I've  said,  there  certainly  is  the 

25  consideration  to  adjust  that,  as  needed,  based  on 
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1  circumstances  like  the  timing  of  it  around  the 

2  Christmas  time  period.    So  that's  where  you  have 

3  this  review  here.    And  that's  what  that  review 

4  period  is  for.    To  review  that  document  and  provide 

5  comments  on  it.    And  then  that  document  is 

6  finalized  in  the  final  RAP,  including  the 

7  responsiveness  summery  that  is  a  response  to  your 

8  comments  on  that  draft  RAP. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    So  is  that  a 

10  45-day  period  after  the  document  is  made 

11  available? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.  And 

13  that's  what  we  programed  in  here  for  our  schedule, 

14  to  see  how  that  fit  over  the  whole  scheme  of 

15  things.    Again,  as  I  mentioned  today,  there  was 

16  concern  that  this  review  period  may  not  be 

17  sufficient,  and  I  think  that's  something  that  we 

18  need  to  look  at  when  we  get  to  that  point.  Because 

19  of  the  large  volume  of  comments,  and  the  response 

20  to  those  comments,  it's  a  valid  concern,  and  I 

21  think  we  need  to  look  at  that. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  MCKLEROY:    One  follow  up 

23  on  that.    Earlier  we  also  got  some  read-ahead 

24  portions  of  the  document.    Do  you  anticipate  doing 

25  that  this  time? 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  think  to  the 

2  extent  possible,  yes.    What  form  those  read-ahead 

3  portions  of  this  document  are  going  to  take,  I 

4  don't  know  yet.    For  example,  if  the  RAB/FS 

5  subcommi ttee  wants  to  have  a  presentation  from  the 

6  Army's  consultants  on  where  we  are  with  the 

7  document,  say,  in  two  months,  and  at  that  point 

8  we've  gone  through  the  ARARs  analysis,  and  we've 

9  done  a  draft  with  the  evaluation  of  alternatives, 

10  then,  yes,  we  may  provide  that  to  you  in  advance  of 

11  your  committee  meetings,  so  that  when  we  come  to 

12  the  committee  meeting,  if  you  have  questions  about 

13  it,  or  wanted  to  discuss  certain  aspects  about  it, 

14  we  could  do  that  type  of  thing. 

15  So  as  I  mentioned  in  the  public  participation 

16  process  that  we  envision,  there's  going  to  be 

17  plenty  of  opportunity  to  see  portions  of  this 

18  document.    You'll  certainly  be  briefed  throughout 

19  various  stages  all  along  the  way,  so  when  you 

20  finally  get  the  package,  you're  not  going  to  see 

21  something  entirely  new. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Is  the  previous 

23  subcontractor  going  to  be  involved  in  this  at  all, 

24  in  terms  of  its  past  knowledge,  and  other  efforts 

25  that  have  been  made? 
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1  not  a  statutory  one.    This  is  one  for  the  RAP, 

2  though.    Because  the  FS  is  not  a  decision  document, 

3  and  that's  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  decided  to  tie 

4  the  two  documents  together,  because  it  would  allow 

5  the  stakeholders  an  opportunity  to  have  a  review 

6  period  for  both  elements.    And  the  other  thing  that 

7  you  might  not  know,  is  that  the  RAP  is  a  natural 

8  extension  of  the  FS.    And,  generally  speaking,  it 

9  is  not  a  very  comprehensive  document  in  terms  of 

10  its  size.    From  the  FS  you  already  have  your  list 

11  of  preferred  remedies,  and  the  draft  RAP  is  really 

12  a  summary  document  that  says,  here  is  the  preferred 

13  remedies  for  the  X  number  of  sites,  and  here's  the 

14  cleanup  levels,  and  here's  what  we  want  to  do. 

15  There's  a  signature  page  in  there  for  the  lead 

16  regulatory  agencies  and  the  lead  cleanup 

17  authority.    So  that  portion  of  it  is  actually  a 

18  very  small  document,  because  all  it  does  is 

19  summarize  what  your  decision  is  going  to  be.  The 

20  FS  has  a  technical  justification  and  rationale  for 

21  supporting  those  decisions.    And  because  it's  a 

22  natural  extension,  and  because,  by  including  it 

23  with  the  FS,  it  gives  you  an  opportunity  to  have  a 

24  review  period  with  the  FS.    It  all  kind  of  fits 

25  together. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Good  question. 

2  Yes,  they  were  involved  up  to  a  certain  point,  and 

3  then  because  of  contract  stipulations  they  were 

4  terminated.    But  during  the  process  that  they  were 

5  involved  during  the  last  six  or  seven  months,  most 

6  of  that  institutional  knowledge,  I'd  say  all  of 

7  that  institutional  knowledge,  was  transferred  from 

8  that  contractor  to  Montgomery/Watson,  our  new 

9  consultant.   And  there  might  be  a  little  bit  of 

10  knowledge  that  still  needs  to  be  shared,  but 

11  arrangements  have  been  made  to  transfer  remaining 

12  information  from  the  old  contract  to  the  new  one. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    Also,  can  you 

14  give  a  rough  idea  of  what  the  total  cost  of  this 

15  new  FS  would  be? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Just  this  new 

17  part  right  here,  is  about  a  half  a  million 

18  dollars. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    You  are  going  to 

20  be  producing  two  documents  under  one  cover,  so  to 

21  speak.    One  is  a  draft  FS,  and  the  other  is  the 

22  RAP.    Is  there  a  statutory  time  frame  for  a  review 

23  of  the  FS,  and  if  so,  how  long  is  that  time 

24  period? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  there  is 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    But  doesn't  the 

2  RAP  report  dovetail  on  the  FS,  to  the  extent  that 

3  you  have  synthesized  the  information  in  the  FS  in 

4  drawing  your  own  conclusions  and  recommendations? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  that's 

6  what  I  was  saying.    The  Feasibility  Study  goes 

7  through  a  technical  analysis  to  determine  what 

8  preferred  remedies  and  cleanup  levels,  and  things 

9  at  a  given  site.    And  the  draft  RAP  is  merely  the 

10  summary  of  the  decision  that  you  have  for  your 

11  facility.    The  justification  for  that  is  within  the 

12  FS.    I  mean,  there's  going  to  be  some  justification 

13  explained  in  the  RAP,  but  essentially,  the  meat  of 

14  why  you  decided  to  make  that  decision  is  presented 

15  in  the  Feasibility  Study. 


16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Now 

17  we'll  go  to  5.D. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    All  right,  I'm 

19  going  to  make  this  fast. 

20  As  some  of  you  may  know,  there's  been  a 


21  network  of  Restoration  Advisory  Board  community 

22  members  that  have  been  meeting  now  for  several 

23  years.    In  January  that  network  went  national.  And 

24  there  are  two  upcoming  caucuses  called,  The 

25  National  Caucus  of  Restoration  Advisory  Board 
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1  Members.    And  it  takes  in  RABs  that  are  called, 

2  CABS,  Community  Advisory  Boards,  Site  Specific 

3  Advisory  Boards,  and  technical  review  committees, 

4  and  other  advisory  committees  that  are  working  on 

5  DOD  cleanup  programs  and  pollution  control. 

6  The  upcoming  two  meetings,  one  is  in  Chicago, 

7  actually,  Niles,  Skokie,  Illinois,  next  week,  and 

8  it  coincides  with  the  meeting  of  Extensive 

9  Environmental  Response  Task  Force  meeting.  They 

10  are  the  advisory  committee  to  the  Defense 

11  Department  on  their  base  closure  cleanup  program. 

12  The  first  meeting  occurred  in  January.  We 

13  had  about  40  individuals  participating  fn  35  RABs 

14  around  the  country.    We  had  people  from  Alaska  to 

15  Florida  and  from  Maine  to  San  Diego.    It  was  a 

16  four-day  meeting.    At  that  meeting  the  committee 

17  approved  the  July  and  September  events. 

18  Next  week's  event  is  focusing  on  organizing 

19  RABs  in  the  Illinois  area,  and  presenting  some 

20  testimony  to  the  Defense  Environmental  Restoration 

21  Response  Task  Force.    We're  going  to  be 

22  participating  on  two  panels  before  DERTF,  both  on 

23  institutional  controls.    And  then  there's  going  to 

24  be  an  extensive  participation  in  the  public  comment 

25  period,  and  these  will  be  divided  up  into  three 
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1  participation  by  members  of  at  least  30  percent  of 

2  the  RABs  in  the  United  States.    And  then,  to  do 

3  outreach  at  meetings  with  the  Defense  Department, 

4  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  do  a  briefing 

5  for  the  Senate  Arms  Services  Committee,  the  House 

6  of  National  Security  Committee,  Appropriations 

7  Committees,  their  staff,  and  the  district  reps. 

8  So  there's  going  to  be  a  major  outreach  to 

9  Capital  Hill  focused  on  approving  funding  and 

10  radical  notions,  such  as  contractor  oversight. 

11  There  will  be  a  press  briefing,  as  well.  And 

12  then  discussion  of  the  creation  of  a  national 

13  technical  support  network  for  providing  RABs  around 

14  the  country  with  the  kinds  of  resources  that  this 

15  RAB  has  enjoyed,  in  terms  of  technical  people  on 

16  the  RAB. 

17  The  meeting  is  free.    All  the  materials 

18  associated  with  the  meeting  will  be  provided  to  RAB 

19  community  members  for  free.    And  the  meeting  is  for 

20  RAB  community  members  only.    So  with  all  due 

21  respect  to  our  friends  in  the  regulatory  agencies, 

22  and  Defense  Department,  the  meeting  is  for  RAB 

23  community  members,  specifically.    And  that's 

24  basically  it. 

25  We  are  starting  to  do  the  outreach  right  now, 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


CLARK  REPORTING  (510)  486-0700 

86 

1  segments.    Technical  issues  focusing  on  the 

2  range-rule  assessment  and  environmental  justice 

3  issues,  and  DOD  and  the  public  trust  in  California, 

4  which  is  really  a  major  issue  here. 

5  The  second  component  is  going  to  be 

6  administrative  issues.    There  is  a  guidance  dispute 

7  down  at  Fort  Ord  with  regards  to  RABs  and  technical 

8  review  committees,  so  that's  going  to  be  dealt  with 

9  at  this  meeting. 

10  There  was  an  issue  that  came  up  here,  that 

11  Doug  wanted  to  address,  with  regards  to  bylaws  and 

12  the  selection  of  RAB  members.    And  then  there  is 

13  going  to  be  comments  by  regional  RAB  members  from 

14  the  Pugent  Sound  area.  Rocky  Mountain,  Colorado. 

15  And  then  there  is  going  to  be  some  general 

16  commentary  on  cooperation  with  the  caucus  from  the 

17  Defense  Department. 

18  The  most  important,  however,  is  the  September 

19  meeting.    And  that's  the  larger  packet,  and  we're 

20  inviting  everybody  to  come.    We  will  be  giving  out 

21  about  50  scholarships,  about  one  per  RAB,  that  we 

22  think  we'll  be  able  to  reach  out  to  for  the 

23  meeting. 

24  The  goals  are  to  formalize  the  caucus, 

25  approve  the  1998,  1999  workplan,  to  obtain 
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1  nationally.    I  wanted  to  get  the  folks  on  this  RAB 

2  a  jump  on  things,  so  if  folks  wanted  to  go  to  D.C., 

3  they  could  let  me  know.    Fill  out  the  form  and  get 

4  your  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  caucus 

5  development  process.    It's  very,  very  exciting.  We 

6  are  having  a  lot  of  effect  with  the  process,  even 

7  with  just  one  meeting  under  our  belt.    We  were 

8  invited  to  participate  in  the  DERTF  panel,  which 

9  was  something  that  RAB  members  never  did  before. 

10  We  are  now  beginning  to  take  advantage  of  the 

11  public  testimony  period,  and  it  should  be  very, 

12  very  exciting.    You  will  get  a  chance  to  meet  the 

13  RAB  members  from  all  around  the  country.    Find  out 

14  what  works  at  RABs,  and  what's  not  working  at  RABs, 

15  and  have  an  opportunity  to  just  share  lots  of 

16  experiences,  and  hopefully,  develop  a  network  of 

17  RAB  members  that  will  solve  some  of  these  nagging 

18  problems,  like  confusion  over  funding,  confusion 

19  over  priorities,  and  those  types  of  things.  Thank 

20  you  very  much. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I'd  like  to  move 

22  onto  the  Status  Report. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    There  was  a 

24  request  that  we  provide  photographs  of  these  sites 

25  during  the  presentation,  so  when  we  get  that  up  and 
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1  running,  I'll  start  with  the  status  of  each  of 

2  these  sites.    Most  of  these  sites  are,  again,  sites 

3  that  we've  mentioned. 

4  The  first  site  is  in  the  DEH  area.  We 

5  resumed  removal  activities  at  this  site  in  early 

6  July  after  we  were  able  to  remove  nine  or  10  trees, 

7  I'm  not  certain  of  the  exact  number.    They  went 

8  through  the  public  posting  process.    Since  we 

9  resumed  removal  activities  at  this  site,  out  of  the 

10  five  actual  building  sites  in  this  DEH  area,  we 

11  removed  an  additional  440  tons  of  material.  It's 

12  estimated  that  we  have  an  additional  220  tons  yet 

13  to  remove.    Many  of  these  areas  are  cleaning  up 

14  very  well.    It  appears  that  there  will  be  one  site 

15  along  the  promenade,  in  the  northeast  corner, 

16  that's  giving  us  little  difficulty  in  terms  of  our 

17  timing,  getting  that  completed  by  August  1.  We 

18  communicated  that  information  to  GGNPA  and  the  Park 

19  Service.    We  feel  that  they  can  work  around  our 

20  limited  excavation  area,  so  that  shouldn't  be  a 

21  problem  for  that  site.    We  are  anticipating 

22  completing  all  the  sites  and  then  producing  an 

23  interim  data  summary  for  all  but  one  site  by  the 

24  end  of  July.    This  would  be  the  only  site  where  we 

25  go  into  August  for  our  remedial  activities  and 
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1  interim  data  summary. 

2  The  next  site  is  the  Nike  Missile  Facility. 

3  And  here  we  prepared  a  workplan  for  the  removal  of 

4  the  water  and  hydraulic  fluid,  and  hydraulic 

5  systems  apparatus  at  the  facility  contained  in  the 

6  magazines.    I  believe  that  plan  has  been  out  for 

7  just  a  few  days  for  public  and  agency  review.  When 

8  we  receive  all  comments,  we'll  revise  that  plan, 

9  and  should  have  the  revised  plan  out  in  August,  and 

10  we  can  begin  initiating  remedial  activity  late 

11  August  to  early  September. 

12  The  next  site  is  207.    A  report  on  both  the 

13  soil  excavation,  as  well  as  the  corrective  action 

14  plan.    We  removed  approximately  2,000  tons  of 

15  petroleum  contaminated  soil  from  the  207  site. 

16  Primarily,  it's  been  from  beneath  Mason  Street.  We 

17  previously  removed  several  hundred  tons  underneath 

18  the  gas  station  last  summer,  but  in  this  effort  we 

19  have  removed  approximately  2000  tons.    Most  of  the 

20  soil  was  removed  to  the  groundwater.    We  backfilled 

21  the  site,  and  we'll  probably  lay  the  last  course  of 

22  asphalt  this  week  and  paint,  etc.    We  should  finish 

23  site  restoration  activities  next  week  at  this 

24  site. 

25  In  terms  of  the  corrective  action  plan,  many 
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1  of  you  have  heard  or  have  been  part  of  the  process 

2  with  Montgomery/Watson.    It  has  been  a  modeling 

3  effort,  stakeholder  communication  process.    We  have 

4  a  meeting  scheduled  for  the  21st  of  this  month.  We 

5  anticipate  a  draft  corrective  action  plan,  say, 

6  late  in  September  or  early  October,  with  a  final 

7  document  60  days  after  that. 

8  The  next  site  is  Building  680.    This  is  a  PCB 

9  removal  site.    It's  a  site  we  started  last  fall. 

10  We  had  to  stop  our  remediation  activity  due  to  lack 

11  of  funding.    We  started  that  process  back  up  again 

12  in  May.    There  were  a  series  of  excavations  and 

13  step  outs.    I  believe  we're  waiting,  at  this  point, 

14  for  one  last  confirmation  sample  to  verify  that 

15  we've  met  our  cleanup  goals.    More  recently,  the 

16  Park  Service  identified,  as  well  as  the  Trust,  some 

17  concerns  associated  with  some  wipe  samples  inside 

18  of  a  building  there.    The  Army's  going  to  go  ahead 

19  and  remove  that  building  and  the  concrete  from  the 

20  site.    We  may  need  to  excavate  some  additional  soil 

21  from  that  concrete  pad.    Currently,  I  don't  have  a 

22  dollar  figure  from  my  contractor  for  additional 

23  costs.    I  wouldn't  think  it's  going  to  be  very  much 

24  money.    We  can  probably  move  some  existing  funds 

25  around  to  cover  that  activity.    We  are  anticipating 
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1  we  will  be  able  to  complete  removal  and  site 

2  restoration  in  late  July,  or  an  early  August  time 

3  frame. 

4  The  next  site  is  the  golf  course.    This  is  a 

5  photograph  of  the  initial  excavation  where  we 

6  removed  about  750  tons  of  material.    We  were  unable 

7  to  continue  our  excavation  at  that  site  due  to  some 

8  site  futures,  parking  lot,  as  well  as  a  small 

9  building.    I  should  say,  we  discovered  this  soil 

10  contamination  after  the  Park  Service  contractor  was 

11  beginning  some  development  plans  at  this  site.  I 

12  think  it's  a  new  club  house.    We  were  able  to 

13  respond.   At  this  point,  we  are  waiting  for  some 

14  soil  borings  to  be  completed,  or  essentially,  we 

15  want  to  collect  some  soil  information,  so  the 

16  contractor  for  the  National  Park  Service  can 

17  determine  what,  if  any,  design  changes  they  need  to 

18  make. 

19  Following  that  activity,  when  the  surface 

20  features  are  removed,  we'll  move  forward  to 

21  excavate  about  1200  tons  of  material,  sorry,  1200 

22  yards  of  material.    We  can  begin  that  work  after 

23  the  surface  features  are  removed,  and  I  don't  have 

24  a  time  frame  on  that.    My  belief  is  that  it  will 

25  occur  within  the  next  month  or  two. 
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1  The  next  site  is  the  commissary  area.  I'm 

2  not  sure  if  many  of  you  are  aware,  the  commissary 

3  area  was  previously  a  site  of  an  old  POL,  or  fuel 

4  maintenance  station  activity  for  the  Army.    We  have 

5  had  a  workplan  out  for  conducting  investigation  of 

6  that  facility,  for  that  area,  and  some  adjacent 

7  areas.    We  are  to  receive  agency  and  public 

8  comments  --  actually,  a  30-day  period  would  be 

9  complete  tomorrow,    when  we  receive  all  comments, 

10  we'll  evaluate  them  and  provide  a  document,  and  a 

11  final  workplan  will  go  out,  and  we're  hoping  to  get 

12  that  done  in  early  August.    Site  activities,  in 

13  terms  of  conducting  investigation,  can  begin  in  an 

14  August  or  September  time  frame.    And  that  is  the 

15  last  of  the  sites  I'm  reporting  on. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you,  Bruce. 

17  Mark,  any  update  on  the  RPM  meeting  today? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    There  was  one 

19  topic  that  hasn't  been  covered  tonight. 

20  GGNPA  has  begun  the  archeological 

21  investigation  of  the  Crissy  Field  area.  They 

22  delineated  the  two  areas,  area  one  and  two.  One 

23  area,  which  they  started  investigating  today  was 

24  the  old  Strawberry  Island.    This  is  what  used  to  be 

25  on  the  marsh  area  of  Crissy  Field.    They  are  trying 
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to  determine  the  boundary  of  the  lagoon  and  the 
island  to  interpret  the  history  of  the  island,  and 
to  see  of  there's  any  Native  Indian  Tribe  or  tribe 
impact  on  the  island,  or  presence  on  the  island. 

The  other  area  is  where  the  old  historic  warp 
and  causeways  were  located  prior  to  their  burial 
under  Crissy  Field.    That  work  will  start  pretty 
soon  to  locate  these  old  warp  structures.  And 
there  is  no  other  preconstruction  activities, 
except  for  test -grass  plots  in  Crissy  Field,  to 
determine  what  kind  of  grass  will  be  used  during 
the  restoration. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Any 
other  announcements?    Thanks  a  lot  for  your 
attention  tonight.    Going  passed  the  10:00  hour, 
meeting  adjourned. 
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I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 
the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 
the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 
within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full, 
true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 
notes  as  taken  by  me  in  sa4d  matter. 


Dated:  At  San  Francisco,  California  this 
 day  of   ,  1998 


Elizabeth  Valstad 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     Good  evening.     We  have  a 
packed  house  tonight.     Why  don't  we  see  if  we  can  begin. 
I'm  feeling  very  lonely  up  here  at  the  head  table 
waiting  for  Bruce. 

Welcome  everyone.     This  the  regularly 
scheduled  meeting  of  the  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory 
Board.     It's  a  beautiful  August  evening  tonight,   and  I 
think  people  are  taking  advantage  of  that.     Many  folks 
are  on  vacation. 

But  we  do  have  a  few  important  issues  to  talk 
about  tonight.     So  why  don't  we  get  started.  Does 
everyone  have  an  agenda?     Are  there  any  additions  or 
changes  to  tonight's  agenda?     Any  announcements?  All 
right.     Moving  guickly  through  old  business,  which 
usually  has  no  items  there.     On  to  Number  4.     Mark  with 
the  committee  reports. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Thank  you,  Doug. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Certainly. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     The  committee  meeting 
was  on  July  28th.     We  tried  out  a  new  meeting  place,  the 
Presidio  Alliance  Building,   here  on  the  Presidio.  I 
think  most  people  seemed  to  like  the  idea  of  having  the 
meeting  on  the  Presidio,   so  we're  going  to  try  that 
again  in  the  future. 

Our  next  meeting  though  will  be  back  at  the 
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old  meeting  place  at  Fort  Mason  —  Upper  Fort  Mason, 
Building  201,   1st  floor  conference  room.     And  we  will 
also  be  having  a  barbecue  before  the  meeting  at  6:00 
o'clock  in  the  public  gardens,   community  gardens,  which 
is  right  behind  Building  201,  Upper  Fort  Mason.  So, 
6:00  o'clock  p.m. 

The  details  I'm  not  quite  sure  about  yet.  But 
if  there  are  details  that  someone  could  give,  they  could 
give  them  now.     Or  we  will  be  giving  out  information 
later . 

So  at  the  committee  meeting  on  July  28th,  we 
talked  about  lead-based  paints.     I  think  we  pretty  much 
finalized  the  letter.     And  we're  looking  for  signatures 
of  anybody  who  wishes  to  support  it.     So  I'll  be 
circulating  that  around  tonight  and  by  E-mail. 

We  discussed  chromium  --  X-chromium  ground 
water  at  the  Presidio.     We  had  an  interesting  discussion 
on  that.     We  had  quite  a  few  questions  that  we're 
following  up  on  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  REACKHOF:     Mark,   maybe  give  a 
brief  overview  for  people  who  didn't  get  the  letter. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     The  lead-base  paint 
letter.     That's  a  letter  that  basically  discusses  the 
sampling  of  soil  around  nonresidential  buildings.  And 
it's  in  response  to  the  controversy  between  the  EPA  and 
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the  Army  about  whose  regulatory  responsibility  it  is  to 
sample  that. 

So  this  is  a  letter  advocating  a  community 
position  that  we  would  like  the  issue  resolved,   and  that 
sampling  of  lead-based  paint  around  nonresidential 
buildings  should  commence  as  soon  as  possible. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I  might  just  jump  in  and 
let  everyone  know  that  we  have  an  alternate  recorder 
tonight  with  us.     And  so  in  order  to  assist  her,   if  you 
might  mention  your  name  as  you  begin  speaking  and  speak 
slowly  because  this  is  a  difficult  subject  to  stay  up 
with.     Thanks.     Go  ahead. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Did  I  summarize  that 
pretty  good? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Yeah,    I  think  so. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Anybody  have  any 
questions  about  that? 

And  the  last  item  discussed  at  the  committee 
meeting  was  the  FS  RAP  proposal;  and  in  particular  the 
schedule,  the  Army  proposed  scheduling  for  that.     I  had 
to  leave  the  meeting  early  and  didn't  catch  the  rest  of 
that  discussion.     Could  someone  basically  summarize 
that,   or  what  was  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      The  meeting  discussed  —  we 
discussed  the  Army's  proposal  and  schedule  for  the 
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Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan.     There  were  some 
comments  about  that.     And  there  was  agreement  around  the 
table  to  begin  formulating  some  sort  of  response  to 
that . 

And  we  have  worked  that  response  around  a  bit 
via  mail  and  E-mail.     And  we'll  be  presenting  the 
response  later.     It  didn't  really  get  into  too  many 
details  past  just  discussing  what  the  Army  had  proposed. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     As  far  as  topics  for 
the  next  committee  meeting,  we  will  likely  discuss  the 
FS  RAP  issue  as  an  ongoing  discussion  item. 

And  one  more  note,    if  anyone  has  a  copy  of  the 
EKI  alternative  RAP  book,   the  big  binder  that  was  passed 
out  —  there  was  three  RAB  copies  —  if  they  could  bring 
that  back  and  circulate  it  on  to  someone  else,    I  would 
appreciate  that. 

Thank  you. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  questions  for  Mark? 

All  right. 

Ready  to  move  on  to  Item  No.   5  and  5A.  It's 
the  Main  Installation  Feasibility  Study  of  RAP.  And 
Martin  Steinpress  with  Montgomery  Watson  will  be  making 
a  presentation. 

And  I  understand  that  Dave  Wilkins  is  not 
well,   and  he  won't  be  here  tonight. 
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BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     That's  correct. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Martin  Steinpress  with 
Montgomery  Watson. 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     Can  you  hear  me  okay?  I 
am  Martin  Steinpress  with  Montgomery  Watson.  And 
tonight  I'd  like  to  just  give  you  a  brief  update  on 
progress  that  we've  been  making  on  the  Main  Installation 
FS  RAP.     And  I'll  talk  about  the  addressing  comments  on 
the  May  1997  FS,  revising  cleanup  goals,  incorporating 
Trust  and  NPS  land  use  —  land  reuse  plans  and 
addressing  appropriate  regulatory  guidelines. 

We  have  made  a  lot  of  progress  on  a  new 
responsiveness  summary.     This  will  be  completely 
different  than  the  original  responsiveness  summary  that 
was  started  a  few  months  ago.     It's  scheduled  to  be  in 
the  form  of  three  tables. 

The  first  one  will  be  a  complete  list  of  all 
of  the  comments  —  basically  an  index  of  all  the 
comments  received  and  just  a  very  brief  summary  of  who 
they  are  from,  what  generally  they  contain,   and  either  a 
response  or  a  reference  —  in  a  lot  of  cases,  references 
as  well  —  to  two  other  tables,   Table  2  and  3. 

Table  2  will  be  a  general  --  responses  to 
general  comments,  arranged  by  subject.  And  because 
there's  so  many  comments  and  a  lot  them  are  repetitious 
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or  very  similar,  we've  grouped  them  as  per  EPA  guidance 
by  subject  area.     And  then  we'll  address  them  as  a 
group . 

And  then  a  second  table  which  will  list  all 
the  FS  sites  and  summarize  the  comments  received  on  a 
site-by-site  basis  and  respond  to  those.     And  as  I 
mentioned,   this  is  completely  different  than  the 
previous  responsiveness  summary. 

We  will  be  addressing  all  the  significant 
comments  in  a  way  that  includes  more  than  —  certainly 
much  more  than  —  just  submitting  the  comment,  actually 
describing  the  Army's  response  to  it  and  how  it's 
addressed  in  the  FS . 

And  then  we  have  been  revising  the  human 
health  cleanup  goals  and  pretty  much  finished  with  this 
and  have  developed  five  different  land-use  scenarios. 

In  addition  to  the  recreational  and  industrial 
scenario  that  was  in  the  May  '97  FS,  we  have  residential 
scenarios  that  include  three  different  residential 
scenarios:     The  permanent  residential,   which  is  your 
typical  residential  scenario;   and  then,   based  on  the 
land-reuse  plans  scenario  for  the  adjacent  two 
residences  that  are  near  but  separate  from  the 
residence,   or  the  yard  of  the  residence;   and  then  a 
third,   which  is  a  temporary  for  shorter-term  facilities 
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that  are  occupied  on  a  shorter-term  basis  and  not  a 
long-term  residence. 

And  then,   as  requested,  we've  also  been 
revising  the  ecological  cleanup  goals  and  modifying  or 
developing  goals  that  are  protective  of  the  special 
status  plans  as  requested  in  the  May  '97  FS  comments. 

And  then  the  reuse  plans  have  been  compiled  on 
a  site-by-site  basis  and  reviewed.     And  the  previous 
reuse  plans  that  were  in  the  previous  FS  revised  on  a 
site-specific  basis. 

And  then  finally  revising  the  list  of  OR's  to 
be  considered,   a  list  similar  to  —  considering  those 
that  were  developed  by  the  group  in  the  Crissy  Field  RAP 
and,   of  course,   adding  those  that  are  appropriate  for 
main  installation  sites  that  weren't  in  the  Crissy  Field 
RAP. 

Any  questions? 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :     Are  you  on  schedule? 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     In  most  areas.  Some 
we're  ahead;   some  we're  a  behind.     We're  a  little  behind 
as  far  as  compiling.     We've  had  to  load  and  QC  all  of 
the  data  from  the  RI ,    and  this  has  proved  to  be  more 
difficult  than  anticipated. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:     How  about  your  funding? 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     So  far,   we're  okay. 
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BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      I  have  a  question. 
Bruce  McKleroy.     When  are  we  going  to  see  any  of  these 
documents? 

And  one  of  the  comments  we  had  with  the  prior 
document  was  that  it  all  came  at  once,   and  it  really 
didn't  have  to  come  all  at  once.     And  we'd  like  to  see 
what  you've  got  fairly  soon,  particularly  those  three 
tables.     If  that's  the  guts  of  the  new  document,  I'd 
like  to  see  at  least  the  skeleton;  how  you're  going  to 
be  filling  that  in,   so  that  we'll  be  able  to  see  changes 
and  sort  of  the  finalization  of  some  of  the  items  that 
you  may  change  up  until  the  end. 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     Well,   the  three  tables. 
I  guess,   I  wouldn't  call  that  the  guts  of  the  document, 
but  it  certainly  summarizes  what  the  Army's  response  is 
to  the  comments.     And  that  is  intended  to  be  in  an 
attachment  or  appendix  to  the  revised  FS. 

And,   I  guess,   I  should  defer  to  Dave  if  you 
have  comments  on  what  the  plans  are  for  the  delivery  of 
those  because  it  is  intended  be  to  be,    at  this  point, 
part  of  the  FS. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     Do  you  have  a  date  when 
that  is  to  be  delivered  then? 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:  Mid-December. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      Thank  you. 
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BOARDMEMBER  WORK:      I  guess,    I'd  like  to  add 
for  the  RAB  members,  that  EPA's  has  commented  that  we 
want  the  responsiveness  summary  earlier  than  that.  We 
did  that  in  writing  and  at  this  morning's  RPM  meeting. 

And  for  the  stenographer,   my  name  is  Michael 
Work,  W-o-r-k. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Martin,   I  have  a  question. 

One  of  your  slides  talked  about  some  different 
risk  scenarios.     Can  you  explain  to  the  RAB  members  why 
those  are  in  there  and  what  effect  they  might  have  on 
the  Feasibility  Study. 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     The  two  that  are 
different  from  what  you've  seen  prior  in  the  FS  is  the 
temporary  and  adjacent  residential.     And  those  are  set 
up  since  these  are  areas  that  are  not  part  of  a 
permanent  residence. 

I  mean,   the  typical  assumption  for  risk  areas 
are  lifelong  exposure.     So  the  Army  feels  it's  more 
reasonable  to  have  some  more  realistic  risk  assumptions 
in  there  which  are  consistent  with  the  reuse  plans 
described  in  the  General  Management  Plan  Amendment. 

So,    I  mean,    it's  basically  another  set  of 
assumptions  that  are  more  realistic  than  a  permanent 
lifelong  residential  assumption  would  be. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Do  those  scenarios  —  are 
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they  in  use  anywhere  else,   or  is  this  a  kind  of  new 
scenario  invention,   so  to  speak? 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:      It's  relatively  new.  I'm 
not  sure  if  this  sort  of  scenario  has  been  used 
previously. 

BOARDMEMBER  REACKHOF:      Sharon  Reackhof  with 

the  Trust. 

I  just  wanted  to  add  that  --  I  know  we've 
mentioned  it  today  earlier  —  when  you're  going  to  be 
discussing  these  with  the  DTSC,  we  would  prefer  to  be 
present  along  with  the  Park  Service  and  the  EPA  when 
decisions  are  being  made  on  new  risk-base  issues  in 
relationship  to  the  reuse  plans. 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:  Okay. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Martin,   I  noticed  in  the 
document,  Environmental  Program  Management,   11  August 
1998,   on  the  back  page,  page  19  —  I  think  everybody  has 
a  copy  of  this  —  it  says  that  the  Feasibility 
Study/Remedial  Action  Plan  —  it's  —  the  date  of  the 
final  RAP  is  going  to  be  April  1999.     It  says  revised  to 
allow  longer  public  review  period  as  requested.     Was  the 
Army  actually  going  to  announce  that?     I  mean,   this  is 
like  on  the  last  page. 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     This  is  new  information 
to  the  Army. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:      I  see.      But  this  is  like 
the  Army's  document? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     Well,   this  is  prepared  by 
the  contractor  to  the  Army. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  see. 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     But  I  can  assure  you  that 
this  is  new  information. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Is  there  anyone  in  the  room 
who  knows  about  this  information? 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     Well,    I  have  to  admit 
that  I  believe  that  the  Army  —  I  believe  that  the  Army 
is  going  to  grant  it  —  is  going  to  revise  that  by  15 
days  to  allow  more  time.     So,   I'm  the  author  of  this. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I  see. 

SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:     My  apologies. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Sorry  to  surprise  anybody, 
but  I  figured  this  was  a  reasonable  cut  there  on  the 
table.     So  is  that  a  big  change  from  the  previous 
schedule? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      I  think,    at  this  point, 
the  schedule  had  been  prepared  and  presented,  identified 
a  30-day  review  period.     I'm  certain  that  the  Beckwood 
would  be  interested  in  hearing  from  people  individually 
or  as  a  group  via  E-mail  or  voice  mail  or  letter  as  to 
your  concerns  over  that  time  period. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     Okay.     Thanks,  Martin. 
SPEAKER  STEINPRESS:  Sure. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      The  next  item  is  Item  5B, 
the  community  response  to  the  Army's  proposed 
Feasibility  Study  RAP  schedule. 

And  the  community  members  have  come  up  with  a 
resolution  for  discussion  tonight  that  I'll  pass  around 
now.     And  I  guess  we'll  read  it  and  see  what  people 
think . 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      Is  there  enough  for 
people  to  have  two  documents? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I  think  there's  enough  for 
50  total  copies. 

If  you  can  pass  the  extras  back  up  here. 
There  should  be  copies  for  members  of  the  audience  as 
well . 

This  has  been  circulating.     We've  been  through 
several  drafts.     And  so  what  I  might  propose  is  that  one 
of  us  could  read  this  and  get  any  reaction  from 
community  members  as  to  whether  it's  in  a  form  that  they 
want  to  deal  with  tonight  or  some  other  night.  Would 
that  be  okay  with  people  to  just  read  through  it?  Okay. 

"Resolution:     Presidio  of  San  Francisco 
Restoration  Advisory  Board,  Army  Proposed  process  and 
schedule  for  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan. 
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WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  Army  has  over  the  past  six 
years  authored  five  separate  Remedial  Investigations  and 
two  Feasibility  Studies  for  the  Presidio  Main 
Installation  sites"  -- 

That  should  be,  "at" 

--  "considerable  cost  to  the  U.S.  taxpayer; 

and 

WHEREAS,   in  September  1997  the  Presidio 
stakeholders,   including  community  members  of  the 
Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board,  the  National  Park 
Service,   the  Presidio  Trust,   local,   state  and  federal 
regulators,   and  various  local  community  organizations 
and  citizens  submitted  formal  written  comments  on  the 
Army's  Main  Installation  Feasibility  Study.      In  this 
document  the  U.S.   Army  generally  proposed  to  contain  and 
monitor  waste  in  place,   and  prevent  access  to  important 
areas  of  the  Presidio  through  the  widespread  use  of 
institutional  controls.     Nearly  all  reviewers  from  the 
community  and  the  reuse  and  regulatory  agencies  found 
the  Army's  proposed  cleanup  strategies  as  inappropriate 
and  inadeguate  for  a  national  park.     To  date, 
stakeholders  have  not  received  formal  written  responses 
to  their  comments;  and. 

WHEREAS,   the  U.S.   Army  proposes  spending  six 
additional  months  to  complete  yet  another  costly 
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Feasibility  Study   (estimated  to  exceed  half  a  million 
dollars)   before  having  responded  in  writing  to  comments 
on  the  previous  document;  and. 

WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  Army  proposes  to 
simultaneously  submit  for  public  review  three  complex 
and  crucial  documents:     a  third  attempt  at  the 
Feasibility  Study,  a  Response  to  Comments  on  the 
previous  Feasibility  Study,   and  a  Draft  Remedial  Action 
Plan.     Despite  previous  assurances  and  agreements  to  the 
contrary,   the  U.S.  Army  now  proposes  to  release  cleanup 
decision  documents  for  public  review  without  prior 
stakeholder  consensus  on  cleanup  strategies. 
The  U.S.  Army  proposal  permits  only  a  single,  inadequate 
45-day  public  review  for  all  three  documents  without  the 
opportunity  of  further  public  input.     The  U.S.  Army 
proposes  to  release  these  important  decision  documents 
during  middle  of  the  1998  winter  holiday  season,  in 
spite  of  a  previous  understanding  that  such  timing  is 
unsuitable;  and 

WHEREAS,   Presidio  stakeholders  have  spent 
considerable  time,  money  and  energy  presenting  the  U.S. 
Army  with  information  about  the  proposed  reuse  of 
Presidio  property  as  a  national  park  and  have  suggested 
appropriate  cleanup  remedies  to  meet  future  reuse  needs; 
now  therefore, 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT  the  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board  finds  the  U.S. 
Army's  proposed  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan 
process  and  schedule  to  be  costly,  inappropriate, 
inadequate,   and  inefficient  for  stakeholder  input  and 
review;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  THAT,    the  Presidio  of 
San  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board  advises  the 
U.S.   Army  to  immediately  begin  discussions  with  the 
Presidio  stakeholder  group  concerning  proposed  remedies 
for  Main  Installation  sites. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  THAT,    the  Presidio  of 
San  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board  advises  the 
U.S.  Army  to  provide  stakeholders  with  detailed,  written 
responses  to  their  prior  Feasibility  Study  comments  by 
September  15,  1998." 

That's  the  proposal  proposed  resolution  as  it 
currently  stands.     There  are  certainly  some  issues 
around  the  45-day  public  review;   seems  to  be  a  bit  of  an 
open  question  at  this  moment.     This  needs  to  be  decided. 

Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I  thought   in  light  of 
the  U.S.  EPA's  letter,  that  we  should  perhaps  add 
another  "WHEREAS"  in  support  of  them. 

"WHEREAS,   the  U.S.   EPA  has  called  for 
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adherence     to  standard  practice  for  base  cleanups,  that 
is  to  reach  PCT  consensus  prior  to  release  of  a  revised 
FS  for  public  comment,   review,   and  to  have  Response  to 
Comments  in  hand  before  rewriting  the  FS  Main 
Installation  as  they  would  then  be  better  able  to  reach 
consensus;  then, 

BE   IT  RESOLVED  THAT  ..." 

What  I'm  trying  to  say  is  that  it  is  important 
that  we  have  these  comments  in  hand  so  that  we  can  build 
a  team  and  reach  consensus  before  we  go  on  to  revising 
the  FS;   a  point  that  the  U.S.   EPA  has  just  made. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Okay.     Does  everyone 
understand  the  —  it  seemed  like  it  was  a  bit  long.  We 
may  need  to  write  it  out  for  people  to  — 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:  Okay. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     —  to  really  get  the  whole 

thing. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     Well,   actually  I  wrote 
it  out.      I  wrote  it  out  as  two  whereas' s. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      Actually  I  mailed  it  to 

you  today. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Oh.     Any  other  comments 
while  we're  considering  adding  these  additional 
whereas ' s? 
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BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      Who   is  the   —  who's 
making  this  motion? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     There's  no  motion  yet.  It 
would  be  up  to  the  —  up  to  the  group  as  to  what  you 
want  to  do,   if  you  want  to  proceed  with  this  tonight  or 
not.     If  you  want,  then  it  would  simply  be  a  motion  to 
adopt  this  resolution,   and  we  would  move  ahead  with 
that . 

BOARDMEMBER  CALLANAN:      For  the  purposes  of 
discussion,   I'd  like  to  make  a  motion  to  adopt  this 
resolution  including  the  "WHEREAS"  just  read. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     There's  a  motion  on  the 

floor . 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I   second  it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Any  discussion? 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :     Who  prepared  the 
resolution? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     It  was  a  resolution 
prepared  by  members  of  the  Main  Installation  committee. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :     The  committee  or  an 
individual? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Committee. 

BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:      I  had  a  question  about 
Arlene's  "WHEREAS."     I  guess  I'm  wondering  whether  maybe 
Michael  can  summarize.   I  didn't  get  a  chance  to  read  the 
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EPA  comments.     But  maybe  Michael  can  summarize  those 
comments . 

I  guess  I'm  wondering  whether  Arlene's  point 
shouldn't  more  appropriately  be  in  the  substance  of  the 
resolution  to  the  extent  that  she's  suggesting  that  we 
request  a  process  to  reach  a  substantive  agreement,  or 
at  least  some  agreement  in  principle,   on  the  approach  of 
the  revised  document  before  the  drafting  begins  in 
earnest . 

Maybe  we  ought  to  say  that  rather  than  just 
request  that  they  begin  a  process  of  discussion;  which 
is  a  softer  request,    it  seems  to  me.     But  I'd  like  to 
hear  what  Michael  had  to  say  about  —  or  what  the  EPA 
has  to  say  about  the  process. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I  have  a  copy  of   it  if 
you  want  to  read  it.     Do  you  want  to  see  it? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Thank  you.     Michael  Work, 
U.S.  EPA.     Actually,   I  don't  really  need  to  see  the 
letter  because  I  wrote  it. 

But  to  touch  upon  Arlene's  comment,  EPA  did 
write  a  letter  which  kind  of  fits  in  very  nicely  with 
Paragraph  2  and  3  of  this  resolution.  And,  as  Arlene 
mentioned,  EPA,  also  in  the  letter,  discussed  what  we 
considered  to  be  standard  practice  at  these  closing 
bases,   which  is  a  RAP  cleanup  team.     And  which,    in  the 
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case  of  the  Presidio,  we  have  kind  of  a  large  team  to 
come  to  consensus  on  the  issues  before  a  document  is 
released  to  the  public.     We  didn't  do  that  last  year  in 
the  last  FS  of  '97.     And  there  was  an  avalanche  of 
negative  comments  on  that  FS. 

And,   I  guess,   I  could  see  what  looked  to  be 
the  same  thing  going  to  happen  this  year  because  it 
seemed  like  there  was  no  mechanism  in  place  for  the  BCT 
to  come  to  consensus  on  the  issues.     The  responsiveness 
summary  was  going  to  be  released  at  the  same  time  as  the 
FS,    so  we  would  not  know  how  the  comments  of  last  year 
were  being  dealt  with  until  we  saw  it  in  this  FS. 

And  this  FS  was  being  portrayed  as  a  final 
document  because  at  the  same  time  a  draft  Remedial 
Action  Plan  was  being  released.     So  again,  we  had  doubts 
about  --  considering  our  track  record  here  —  of  how  we 
would  be  —  how  we  would  achieve  consensus  on  all  of 
these  issues. 

So  at  this  morning's  RPM  meeting  --  as  some  of 
the  RAB  members  who  were  there  noted,    I'm  sure,  EPA 
requested  that  the  responsiveness  summary  be  released 
for  us  to  review  and  perhaps  work  on  as  a  tool  towards 
consensus  building  and  as  a  tool  towards  resolving  the 
issues  prior  to  the  FS  being  released. 

Basically,  that's  a  kind  of  long  explanation, 
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but  Arlene  citing  the  EPA's  letter  kind  of  automatically 
led  into  this  topic.     Does  anybody  have  any  questions 
for  EPA  on  this? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      So,   Arlene,   were  your 
changes  intended  to  be  in  place  with  a  couple  of  these 
items? 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     No.      I  was  just  planning 
to  add  them.     But  Michael  thought  that  they  might  fit 
into  Paragraphs  2  or  3 .     So  perhaps  we  could  fold  them 
into  maybe  3  or  something.     I  don't  know.     It's  kind  of 
a  short  paragraph.     Maybe  we  can  beef  it  up  a  little. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Well,    let  me  — 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      No.      I  think  it  should 
be  a  separate  one. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Let  me  read  these  two 
again.     So  people  can  hear  them.     I'll  read  them  slowly 
and  try  to  figure  out  what  you  want  to  do  with  this. 

These  additional  "WHEREAS 'S"  by  Arlene: 

"WHEREAS,   the  U.S.   EPA  has  called  for 
adherence  to  standard  practice  for  base  cleanups,  i.e. 
to  reach  BCT  consensus  prior  to  release  of  a  revised 
feasibility  study  for  public  review;  and 

WHEREAS,    if  the  BCT  have  a  Response  to 
Comments  in  hand  before  rewriting  the  Feasibility  Study, 
they  will  have"  --     pardon  me  --  "they  will  be  better 
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able  to  reach  consensus." 

So,  Ed  has  suggested  those  be  incorporated. 
Any  other  discussion  around  this? 

Bruce . 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY :      I   find  it  slightly 
disagreeable  to  use  the  forum  of  the  RAB  to  use  it  as  an 
attack  method  to  attack  the  Army.     Frankly,   I'd  like  to 
see  the  resolutions  —  if  we  want  to  see  things,  we 
should  just  ask  for  them.     But  really  if  we're  going  to 
use  the  forum  to  say,   "Well,  most  of  us  don't  like 
what's  going  on"  or  "This  is  inadeguate." 

I  mean  a  lot  of  the  language  I  find 
inflammatory.     And  I  find  that  very  difficult  to  back 
that  up.      But  as  far  as  the  resolutions,   themselves,  and 
asking  for  certain  actions  to  occur,   you  know,   I'd  be 
more  likely  to  support  that  if  you  take  out  some  of  the 
inflammatory  language. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     All  right.     Well,  there's 
certainly  time  to  do  that.     And  this  is  —  there's  no 
intent  here  to  rush  anything  through. 

So,   I  think,   I  would  certainly  be  willing  to 
entertain  revising  aspects  of  this  that  are 
disagreeable.     What  do  other  people  feel? 

Arlene. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I  think  in  light  of  the 
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BCT  meeting  tomorrow,  that  it  would  be  timely  for  us  to 
get  a  resolution  passed  tonight. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Any  other  discussion  about 
this?     All  right. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:      Actually  — 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I'll  just  speak  of  my  own 
response  to  the  language  here.     I  didn't  send  along  my 
version  of  this  because  it  was  worse. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      Mine,  too. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     But  I  do  feel  —  I  mean,  I 
appreciate  the  comments,   Bruce,   about  the  inflammatory 
language.     But  I  also  feel  that  this  has  been  going  on 
for  quite  some  time.      I've  heard  independently  from  a 
lot  of  people  here  that  they  are  frustrated.     They  are 
angry. 

And  I  think  it's  appropriate  for  the  RAB  to 
make  that  kind  of  --  make  their  position  —  make  our 
position  known.     I  don't  find  the  language  in  this 
particularly  inflammatory,  myself.     I  think  it  well 
states  the  concerns  that  this  RAB  has  brought  up  time 
and  time  again  around  the  process. 

So  I  would  have  to  disagree,   with  all  due 
respect.     I  think  highly  of  your  opinion.     I  would  just 
have  to  disagree  on  the  merits  of  whether  or  not  this  is 
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inflammatory  language.     I  think  it  well  states  the 
problem  that  we  have  with  this  process. 

And,   you  know,  my  statement  to  the  Defense 
Department  Response  Task  Force  in  Chicago  last  month  was 
quite  a  bit  stronger  about  my  own  particular  feelings 
about  how  this  process  has  been  managed.     So  I  would 
just,  you  know,  voice  my  own  opinion  that  I  don't  think 
this  is  too  strong.     I  think  this  makes  a  very,  very 
straightforward  message,  and  I  urge  people  to  support 
it. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :      I  think  I'd  like  to  speak 
on  the  other  side  of  that.     I  support  what  Bruce  says. 
When  I  read  it,    it  offended  me;   not  because  it's 
inflammatory  —  and  maybe  that's  one  definition  —  but 
because  it's  demeaning  and  unnecessarily  insulting. 

For  example,    "The  RAB  finds  the  U.S.  Army 
proposed  ..."     We're  not  a  fact-finding  board.     If  we 
said,   "We  believe  that..."     that  would  be  more 
appropriate.     Then  going  further  it  says,     "We  advise 
the  U.S.   Army"  to  do  certain  things.     I  don't  know  that 
that's  the  correct  approach.     If  we  request  it,  it's 
more  appropriate.     We  are  not  the  body  that  advises 
them.     Or  if  we  are,   we  should  be  more  circumspect  and 
perhaps  a  little  more  courteous  about  how  we  advise  them 
rather  than  kind  of  "in  your  face,"  which  is  the  way 
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this  appeared  to  me. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Arlene. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      Well,   we  are  the 
Restoration  Advisory  Board,   so  we  are  in  an  advisory 
position.     I,  myself,  have  been  on  the  RAB  for  three 
years.     When  I  first  came,  the  record  of  decision  was  to 
be  signed  in  October  of  '96.     The  last  schedule  I  have 
from  the  Army,  the  record  of  decision        this  was  in 
December  '97.     The  record  of  decision  was  to  have  been 
signed  last  month.     We  should  have  it. 

You  know,   I  see  a  lot  of  stalling  and  foot 
dragging,   and  I  think  that  this  resolution  is  very 
measured  and  contained  in  its  language  given  the 
circumstances  we're  facing.     That  we  still  don't  even 
have  a  Feasibility  Study  much  less  a  RAP  or  a  ROD. 

We've  got  a  Trust  that's  got  to  start  leasing 
buildings.     Who's  got  to  become  economically 
self-sufficient  in  15  years,  which  requires  that  we  get 
started  now  on  cleanup  and  not  wait  another  five  years 
for  a  ROD. 

I  think  it's  a  very  serious  situation  that 
we're  facing,   and  we  need  to  pass  a  resolution  asking  to 
get  the  process  started.     And  if  we  don't  do  it,  it's 
not  going  to  happen.     And  this  is  the  perfect  night  to 
do  it,   because  tomorrow  the  base  closure  team  meets  and 
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asks  for  the  same  things  that  we're  asking  for  here. 

BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI :      I  recognize  that  we  are  an 
advisory  body,   but  we  advise  on  factual  issues  or 
conclusions  of  arms.     We  do  not  advise  the  Army  on  how 
it  should  conduct  itself.     And  that's  what  this  purports 
to  do.     It  says  the  Army  —  "We  advise  the  Army"  to  look 
at  certain  things  and  to  take  certain  actions.  Let's 
see         "to  immediately  begin  discussions."     I  think  we 
should  request  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     It's  been  —  it  has  been 
a  year  since  the  community  submitted  its  comments  in  the 
Feasibility  Study.      It  has  been  a  whole  year,    and  we 
still  do  not  have  the  Response  to  Comments. 

And  to  ask  them  to  have  it  to  us  by  September 
15th,  is  more  than  reasonable.  I  don't  think  we  should 
even  have  to  ask  for  it.  We  should  have  had  it  back  in 
January  or  February. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  what  we're  talking 
about  here  is  a  matter  of  tone.     And  I  respect  the  input 
of  those  that  would  wish  to  alter  the  tone  somewhat  and 
not  necessarily  the  substance;  which,   of  course,  is 
certainly  the  important  issue  here. 

And  perhaps  what  we  could  do  without  —  with 
your  permission  --  is  that  we  might  be  able  to  make  a 
few  adjustments  in  that  tone  during  the  break  and 
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present  some  new  language  prior  to  the  end  of  the 
meeting,   so  we  don't  hold  up  the  whole  meeting  over  this 
language,   the  wording.     And  I  can  talk  to  Bruce  and 
Julian  about  a  few  items  and  propose  it  back  to  the 
group . 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Bruce  Handel,  you  were 
going  to  check  with  Dave  Wilkins  about  the  BCT  meeting. 
Is  there  a  scheduled  BCT  meeting? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Yes,  there  is.  He  will 
not  be  present,  though.  I  will  be  taking  his  place  at 
that  meeting. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  That  was  Dave  Wilkins 
who  will  not  be  present? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Saul. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Yeah.     I  just  wanted  to, 
one  more  time,   speak  in  agreement  on  what  Arlene  is 
saying.     You  know,  my  organization  forced  the  Army  to 
begin  a  technical  review  committee  at  this  site  in  1987. 
It  took  us  several  years  to  get  that  process  going. 

To  me,   the  Army's  attitude  is  thoroughly 
offensive.     We  spent  millions  and  millions  and  millions 
of  dollars  at  this  site.     And  we  are  still  ten  years 
better  down  the  road  and  still  not  even  within  grasp  of 
the  Remedial  Action  Plan. 

I  have  seen  red  documents,   done  all  sorts  of 
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things  at  this  site,   investigated  sites,   and  brought 
them  to  the  Army's  attention  in  —  geez  —  1990,  1991, 
1993;   found  buildings  with  vials  labeled,  "Biological 
Hazard,    Do  Not  Disturb"     that  were  broken  open  that 
homeless  people  were  sleeping  there,   under  the  very  nose 
of  the  Army. 

I  think  that  this  letter  is  mild,  quite 
frankly,  by  comparison  with  the  record.     And  if  people 
would  like  to  modify  it  further,  that's  fine  with  me. 

But  I  would  just  like  to  state  for  the  record 
that  this  process  has  taken  too  long,   cost  too  much 
money,   and  we're  still  juggling  issues  that  we  shouldn't 
be  juggling  at  this  point. 

Again,    I'd  just  like  to  back  up  Arlene's  point 
over  here.     I  think  we  should  be  able  to  make  a 
statement  today.     And  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  the 
BCT  meeting. 

But  I  think  if  people  are  offended  and  think 
this  is  going  to  offend  the  Army,   I  think  the  Army  has  a 
very  thick  skin.     And  I  think  it's  what  they  absolutely 
need  to  hear  at  this  point  because  what's  coming  down 
the  pike  for  everybody  all  over  this  country  is  less 
cleanup  and  more  institutional  controls,  greater 
residual  risks  as  a  result  of  more  contaminant  being 
left  in  the  ground  as  a  result  of  the  national  policy. 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


29 

That  penalty  is  gone  following  around  cleanup. 
We  heard  that  now  for  three  years  running  that  Defense 
Environmental  Task  Force  did  not  have  to  obey  the 
policy.     They  are  incrementally  increasing  risk  for 
every  American  dealing  with,  or  potentially  using,  a 
military  base  that  is  being  converted. 

That  is  obscene.     There  is  the  money  to  deal 
with  it;  there's  not  the  will  to  deal  with  it.     So  if 
there's  anything  offensive  here,   it's  that. 

With  regard  to  the  advisory  board  and  fact 
finding,   I  would  refer  you  back  to  the  Guidance.  The 
Guidance  clearly  says  that  the  responsibility  of  the  RAB 
is  to  advise  and  to,    in  fact,   come  to  represent  opinions 
to  the  Army,   or  whatever  military  unit  they're  working 
with,   so  that  the  community  and  the  stakeholders'  point 
of  view  can  be  raised. 

So  I  would  just,  you  know,  make  that  point. 
Let  it  fall  where  it  may  at  this  point.     That's  my 
statement. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
group  that  we  might  discuss  at  the  break  a  few  issues  of 
wording  in  an  effort  to  achieve  a  complete  and  broad 
consensus  about  this  document?     I'm  seeing  nods.  Any 
obj  ections? 

Why  don't  we  move  ahead.     We  still  have  a 
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motion  on  the  floor.     Might  we  table  it  for  a  time? 
BOARDMEMBER  C ALLANAN :  Yeah. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Okay.     Thank  you.  Let's 
move  on  to  then  to  our  next  item,  which  would  be  Item 
5C.     And  that  will  be  Presidio  Trust  Facilities 
Department's  overview;  and  Mr.   Bruce  Anderson. 

BOARDMEMBER  ANDERSON:     Good  evening.     My  name 
is  Bruce  Anderson.     I'm  the  deputy  director  for 
facilities  with  Presidio  Trust.     Thanks  for  inviting  me 
here.     It  is  really  nice  to  see  a  RAB  so  involved.  I 
came  from  one  in  Denver  that  didn't  have  guite  the 
attendance  that  we  have  here.     And  it's  really  nice  to 
see  the  community  so  involved  in  it. 

I  have  approximately  15  years  in  the 
redevelopment  business,   base  closure.     Started  in 
Duluth,  Minnesota,   a  closed  base,  Air  Force  base  there; 
spent  ten  years  in  the  Department  of  Justice  closing 
bases  and  moving  around  and  ended  up  at  Lowry  and  ended 
up  here.     I've  been  here  about  two  months.     So  just 
trying  to  learn  right  now  and  trying  to  find  out  what's 
really  happening  here  and  what  I  can  do  to  help  this 
process . 

Like  I  said,    I'd  like  to  give  you  more 
overview,  but  I  don't  have  it.     I'm  just  kind  of  still 
learning.     I  have  a  very  capable  person  in  Sharron. 
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She's  doing  on  excellent  job  for  the  Trust. 

BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:     What  will  be  your 
responsibilities  be  with  the  Trust? 

BOARDMEMBER  ANDERSON:      I  have  all  the 
facilities  of  the  physical  plant,  which  includes 
environmental  —  any  environmental  issues  and  just 
pretty  much  construction,  renovation,  those  types  of 
things.     So  anything,  any  kind  of  input  anybody  has  for 
that,  please  get  back  to  me.     I'm  open  to  any 
suggestions  at  this  point. 

So  I  applaud  you  for  getting  this  cleaned  up, 
so  we  can  move  on.     That's  very  good.     I  like  to  hear 
that.     Anything  I  can  do  to  help  this  process,  please 
feel  free  to  get  with  me. 

I  listened  to  overview  from  the  Department  of 
Justice  yesterday  at  the  National  Institute  of 
Developers  in  Denver,   and  they  are  having  some  problems. 
And  remember  one  thing  that  funding  goes  away  in  2002. 
And  they  are  working  to  keep  going  with  it,  but  the 
funding,   according  to  the  BRAC,   it  goes  away  in  2002. 
So  it's  something  to  really  think  about.     So  anything  I 
can  help  to  push  that,   please  get  back  with  me.  Thank 
you . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you. 

Well,  we  are  going  into  Item  No.   6,   the  status 
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reports.     Perhaps,   this  would  be  a  reasonable  breakpoint 
to  try  to  get  resolution  on  the  resolution  and  spend  a 
few  minutes  and  come  back  and  deal  with  that  and  then 
get  the  status  report. 

That  would  be  all  right  with  everybody?  All 
right.     Why  don't  we  take  a  few  minutes. 

And  if  I  could  meet  with  Julian  and  Bruce  and 
perhaps  Saul.     Thank  you. 

(Break  taken. ) 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Good  evening.     We  are 
probably  ready  to  get  this  thing  back  going. 

So  I  have  received  some  alternatives  for 
people  to  consider  with  a  resolution.     And  we'll  see 
where  this  goes.     If  we  reach  a  point  after  some 
discussion  where  people  feel  strongly  that  it  should  go 
ahead,  one  way  or  the  other,  we'll  simply  take  a  vote. 
But  I  would  like  people  to  consider  some  of  these 
alternative  changes  in  language. 

Let's  look  at  the  second  "WHEREAS."     If  you 
have  your  resolution  in  front  of  you,   the  second  to  the 
last  sentence. 

"Nearly  all  reviewers  from  the  community  and 
reuse  and  regulatory  agencies  found  the  Army's  proposed 
cleanup  strategies  as  inappropriate  and  inadequate  for  a 
national  park." 
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There  was  some  discussion  at  the  break  that 
while  many  people  might  feel  that  perhaps  this 
particular  sentence  could  be  taken  out  as  simply  a  — 
it's  an  observation.  It's  not  necessarily  a  request. 
It  may  add  to  the  tone  in  a  negative  fashion.  But  to 
leave  in  the  last  sentence: 

"To  date  stakeholders  have  not  received  formal 
written  responses  to  their  comments." 

Which  is  something  that  is  a  fact.     So  that 
would  be  one  proposed  change. 

Any  thoughts  on  that,   agreement  or  not?  Would 
that  be  reasonable  to  subtract  that? 

Andrew. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:     I  move  to  strike  that 
sentence  in  it's  entirety. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     All  right.     I'm  going  to 
try  to  do  this  basically  on  a  nod  of  the  head,  kind  of 
consensus  thing.     So  if  there's  no  objection,  perhaps  we 
will  strike  that  particular  sentence.  Okay. 

The  next  item  in  the  fourth  "WHEREAS."  The 
second  to  last  sentence. 

"The  U.S.  Army  proposal  permits  only  a  single 
inadequate  45-day  public  review  for  all  three  documents 
without  the  opportunity  of  further  public  input." 

It  was  suggested  that  the  word  "inadequate"  be 
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taken  out  as  simply,  perhaps,   obvious  and  without  the 
word  in  there  it  might  be  a  little  less  of  a  tone  issue. 
Any  problems  with  that?     Seeing  none,    I  guess  we  can 
strike  that  word.     All  right. 

Moving  down  to  the  first  "BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT" 
This  was  a  —  probably  a  collection  of  various  member's 
frustrations.     There's  not  a  particular  —  it  was 
commented  at  the  break  that  perhaps  to  really  make  this 
a  strong  statement  it  would  need  to  actually  lay  out 
where  it  was  costly,  where  it's  been  inappropriate, 
inadequate.     Right  now  it's  a  broad  general  statement 
which  certain  observers  find  a  bit  much  in  terms  of 
tone.      So  it  was  suggested  that  perhaps  this  entire 
statement  be  stricken. 

Any  thoughts  about  that?     Looks  like  it  could 
be  cut  without  too  much  trouble.     So  that  one  is 
removed . 

The  next   "BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  THAT"  — 
which  is  now  a  "BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT"  —  "the  Presidio  of 
San  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board  requests"  — 
rather  than  advises  —  "the  U.S.  Army  to  begin 
discussions"  —  strike  the  world  "immediately"  —  "with 
the  Presidio  stakeholder  group  concerning  proposed 
remedies  for  Main  Installation  sites." 

And  it  was  actually  suggested  that  to  make 
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this  stronger,  perhaps  a  date  could  be  inserted:  "Begin 
discussions  with  Presidio  stakeholder  group  by  September 
1st .  " 

How  does  that  sit  with  people?     Any  objections 
to  striking  the  word  11  immediately"  or  changing  the  word 
"advises"  to  "requests"? 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      I  have  a  question 
whether  —  does  that  mean  that  the  Army  have  a  RAB 
meeting.     Aren't  we  meeting  as  a  stakeholder  meeting  to 
discuss  the  remedies  in  this  forum?     Or,   I  mean,  what 
sort  of  supplemental  forum  are  you  intending  to  put  in, 
or  does  this  have  to  do  with  the  BCT?     If  this  is  the 
intent  —  if  we  want  that,   why  don't  we  say  so? 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I  would  say  BCT  was  the 
appropriate  place  for  this,  but  -- 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     That's  generally  where 
things  would  start.     That  they  would  begin  discussions 
of  a  quote,  unquote  "sensitive"  nature  within  that 
group . 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      With  the  quote 
"stakeholder. " 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Right. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     Who  will  be  whom, 
besides  the  Park  Service,  the  Trust,  the  EPA,   and  the 
DTSC?     How  often  —  is  the  community  represented  there? 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     Well,  the  community  has,  as 
much  as  possible,   attempted  to  participate  wherever  it 
can.     And  so  this  request  is  that  the  community  would  be 
involved  in  these  discussions. 

BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:      I  think  stakeholders  are 
defined  in  the  second  paragraph.     And  it  does  include 
the  community. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     All  right.      I  just  had 
a     question  on  that.     Thank  you. 

So  are  we  going  to  put  the  BCT  in  there,  or 
does  that  leave  that  nebulous? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Presidio  stakeholder  group; 
that  consists,   as  Tracy  said,  with  this  second 
paragraph . 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I  wonder  what  our 
community  co-chair's  sense  of  this  is? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     What  did  you  say? 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     Well,  we're  resolving 
that  the  Presidio  RAB  requests;  that  the  U.S.  Army  begin 
discussions  with  the  Presidio  stakeholder  group.     Do  you 
think  we  need  to  spell  it  out  at  the  BCT  or  — 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      I'd  like  to  see  it 
broader  than  the  BCT.     I  guess,   I  would  say. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     Broader  than  BCT? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Yeah. 
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BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      So  how  then  would  you 
define  stakeholders? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Stakeholders,   to  me, 
seems  to  include  everybody. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      Okay.      So  our  community 
co-chair  is  happy  with  this  wording? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Yeah. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:  Okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      I  will  still  go  along 
with  it.     We  can  identify  what  the  real  meaning  is 
later.      I  guess. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Let  me  read  it  back  to  you. 

••BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT,    the  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board  reguests  the  U.S. 
Army  to  begin  discussions  with  the  Presidio  stakeholder 
group  by  September  1st,  1998,  concerning  proposed 
remedies  for  Main  Installation  Sites." 

All  right.     Those  are  some  of  the  comments. 
And  so,   other  comments? 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:  I'm  sorry.  Then  the 
final  paragraph,  "BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,"  stands  as 
presented  here? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:  Okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:     I  think  maybe  change  that 
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one  word,   that  the  Advisory  Board  "advises"  to 
"requests . " 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      "Advises"  changes  to 
"requests."  Okay. 

Ravi . 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:     I  am  in  some  sort  of 
quagmire  here  in  terms  of  it  being  so  watered  down  to 
the  extent  that  we  have  lost  our  emotional  response  of 
frustration.     And  that  is  why,  I  thought,  we  were  aiming 
in  some  sense  at  what  Saul  and  Arlene  were  talking 
about. 

By  removing  the  third  to  last  paragraph  in  its 
entirely  —  is  there  a  way  that  we  can  bring  part  of  it 
in  or  some  elements  of  that  to  reflect  that  nothing  has 
been  happening  for  the  past  few  years?     Because  if  we 
don't  include  that,   it  seems  the  resolution  doesn't  seem 
to  hold  much  water. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Yes.     A  couple  more 

comments . 

BOARDMEMBER  WINSHIP:     I  just  wanted  to  agree 
with  what  he  says.     Perhaps  maybe  we  could  use  or  take 
out  a  few  of  the  words  but  use  the  "BE  IT  RESOLVED."  I 
know  the  words  that  you  seem  to  feel  that  you  had  to 
quantify  were  "costly"  and  "inappropriate."     Perhaps  if 
you  took  those  out  and  used  the  words  "inadequate"  and 
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"inefficient. " 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     There's  a  proposal  there. 
Discussion  on  the  merits  of  that  proposal. 

Bruce  or  Julian,  how  would  that  --  would  that 
be  sort  of  suitable? 

BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:     I'm  not  sure  if  I  heard 
what  this  is  exactly. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      The   first   "BE   IT  RESOLVED" 
that  we  proposed  to  remove  rather  than  have  four  words 
in  there,    "schedule  to  be  costly,  inappropriate, 
inadequate,   and  inefficient"  change  that  to  "schedule  to 
be  inadequate  and  insufficient  for  stakeholder  input  and 
review. " 

Julian. 

BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:     Sounds  better  to  me. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     All  right.     Then  as  we  move 
towards  closure  on  this  particular  item,  perhaps  that 
one  is  back  in  and  now  with  a  couple  of  words  removed; 
how  does  that  suit  people? 

Arlene,  please. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     What  happened  to  my  two 
"WHEREAS 'S"? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     They're  still  here. 
BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     Are  we  going  to  leave 

them  out? 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     They're  here.     There  was  no 
objection  to  these  as  far  as  I  know. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL :      I  thought  they  were 
badly  worded. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     You  shouldn't  say  that 
about  your  own  language,  Arlene. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      If  I  don't,   who  will? 
So  we  are  going  to  leave  them  in  here? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     That's  the  current 

proposal . 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN :  I  was  going  to  suggest 
that  September  1st  be  changed  to  September  8th  which  is 
the  RAB  meeting.  That's  the  last  time  this  whole  group 
will  be  together. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Saul,   you  had  a  comment. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Yeah.      I  wanted  to  go  back 
to  the  fourth  "WHEREAS"  where  it  says  the  Army  45-day 
public  review  period  —  review  for  all  three  documents. 
So  without  "inadequate"  I  wonder  why  we're  concerned 
about  that?     The  "inadequate"  makes  the  point  that  there 
isn't  enough  time  to  review  that  all.     The  "only" 
basically  says  that  we  only  have  45  days,   but  it  doesn't 
say  why  we're  upset  about  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  CALLANAN:  Maybe  we  could  use  the 
word  "insufficient." 
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BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Or  we  could  say  the  Army 
proposal  is  only  set  for  a  45-day  public  review  of  all 
three  documents  without  opportunity  for  the  public 
input,  which  we  find  insufficient  or  inadequate,  which  I 
think  that  justifies  the  statement. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     That's  okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     That's  okay? 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     I  mean,   it's  our 
opinion  rather  than  our  —  that's  fine. 

Going  back  to  the  other  the  issue  of 
frustration  that  Ravi  brought  up,  which  I  know  we  all 
feel  because  we  see  this  continuation  of  documents  in 
leave  it?     With  the  resolve  that  the  RAB  finds  the  U.S. 
Army  Feasibility  Action  Study  process  schedule  to  be 
what?     To  be  what?     What  was  — 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Inadequate  and  inefficient. 

BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:     Just  grammatically,  I 
think  we  take  out  "to  be,"  can't  we?     As  a  process  of 
scheduling  inadequate  and  inefficient. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Okay.      It  looks  like  that's 
all  the  comments. 

Does  everyone  have  a  fairly  good  idea  of  what 
--  where  we  are  now  with  this  document? 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     You  know,   I'm  sorry 

to  — 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     No  problem,  Bruce. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      But  I   feel  as  a  RAB 
member  representing  a  constituency,   that  saying  that  we 
think  it's  inadequate  or  inefficient  is  not  as  good  as 
saying  "not  up  to  the  standards  of  the  community  that  we 
represent"  because  that's  really  the  basis  that  we're 
unhappy  —  because  the  community's  unhappy,   and  that's 
why  we  want  to  say  it,  not  because  we  find  it  a  certain 
way. 

The  certain  way  that  we  feel  —  or  I  feel  from 
my  constituency  is  that  the  process  is  just  unworthy  of 
an  adequate  cleanup  process.     So,   not  up  to  the 
community  standards  is,   I  think,  more  important  a  point 
rather  than  whether  it's  inefficient  or  inadequate. 

It's  just  not  up  to  the  community  standards 
and  that  deals  with  the  issue  of  the  criteria  that  we 
have  to  deal  with  under  CERCLA. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I'm  seeing  mostly  nodding. 

Saul . 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  wouldn't  mind  seeing 
something  like  "inadequate  and  inefficient  and  not  up  to 
community  standards."     I  think,   because  seriously,  when 
you  say  something  is  not  up  to  community  standards,  it's 
a  very  vague  term  —  very  vague  statement.     And  I  think 
you  need  to  qualify  why  that  is;  otherwise,  what  do  you 
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mean,    it's  not  up  to  community  standards? 

So  I  would  —  I  think  that  it  is  helpful  to  go 
ahead  and  articulate  a  couple  of  points  if  we're  trying 
to  get  the  point  across  where  we're  concerned  about  it. 

I  do  agree  with  you  saying  it's  not  up  to 
community  standards  or  not  supported  by  the  community  or 
something  like  that,  but  I  think  you've  got  to  say  why; 
otherwise,  you  leave  it  too  vague.     It  sort  of  takes 
away  sort  of,  you  know,  the  point  of  that  comment. 

So,   you  know,    it  could  be  not  up  to  community 
standards  for  a  variety  of  reason.     And  I  think  those 
two  are  very  helpful   in  defining  that. 

Of  course,   I  would  say  it's  a  piece  of  crap. 
But,   you  know  -- 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Would  you  —  you  are 
negotiating  over  the  words  at  this  point  obviously.  But 
"inadequate  and  inefficient  and  not  up  to  community 
standards"  would  that  work  for  you? 

BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:     I  guess,   I  don't  see  the 
relevance  of  the  efficiency  point.      I  mean,   to  me,  what 
I   find  problematic  about  the  process  is  it  results  in 
unnecessary  delay  and  expense. 

And  whether  it's  efficient  or  not  —  I  guess, 
to  me,   that's  what  efficiency  means.     But  I  think  what 
we're  trying  to  express  is  the  concern  about  it  taking 
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three  years  longer  than  it  should  —  you  know,  millions 
of  dollars  more  than  it  should. 

I  guess,    I  would  like  to  see  the  process  get 
to  conclusion,   so  that  the  money  could  be  spent  on 
cleanup  rather  than  further  pandering.     So  I  would 
suggest  those  words. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Could  you  say  it  once  more? 

BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:  It  puzzles  me  a  little, 
but  I  think  we're  talking  about  two  different  approaches 
here.  One  is  as  it's  worded  now.  It's  that  we  find  the 
process  inadequate  for  stakeholder  input.  In  other 
words,  what  they  have  given  us  is  not  adequate  for  us  to 
respond  to.     I  don't  know  that,   that's  what  we  mean. 

The  other  approach,  which  I  think  Bruce  and 
others  were  talking  about,   is  that  the  procedure,  the 
proposals,  are  inadequate  to  meet  minimal  community 
standards.     That's  a  different  concept  entirely. 

It's  not  that  we  can't  respond  to  it,  but  what 
they've  said  is  not  adequate  in  and  of  itself.     So  I 
think  we  have  to  decide  which  statement  we  want  to  make. 
And  then  wrestle  with  the  words. 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:      Or  as  Saul  said, 
maybe  we  can  make  both  and  add  another  paragraph. 

BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:      Well,   what  we  try  to 
say  is  really  it.     But  what  can  we  say? 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


45 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN :      Which   is  both.  That 
the  process  is  inefficient;  and  at  the  same  time,  we 
also  feel  that  the  standards  have  not  been  met. 

BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:     But  I  think  we've  been 
able  to  respond  to  what  they've  proposed.     And  we've 
responded  very  graphically  in  the  comments  of  some  of 
the  other  stakeholders. 

It  isn't  that  we  haven't  been  able  to  respond. 
We've  been  able  to  respond  because  we  don't  like  a  lot 
of  the  things  they've  said.     So  it  isn't  that  they've 
made  it  impossible  for  us  to  say. 

Now,  maybe  they  haven't  come  back  with  their 
response,   but  I  don't  know  that  we're  frustrated  in  not 
being  able  to  respond  to  their  proposals. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Jan. 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:     The  only  thing  I  can 
say  about  the  response  schedule  is  we've  asked  for  an 
extend  on  every  major  document.     So  we  haven't  been  able 
to  respond  in  the  original  schedule  that  the  Army's 
proposed  year  after  year  because  the  responses  have 
delayed  --  we've  asked  for  extensions  because  we  weren't 
able  to  review  the  information  and  the  community  setting 
and  things  like  that. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Saul. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     There's  also  been, 
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you  know,   efforts  on  the  part  of  the  RAB  and  on  the  part 
of  the  regulators  and  Herb  Black,   that  I  spoke  to  at  the 
last  meeting.     We  were  trying  to  develop  a 
consensus-based  process  to  sit  down  —  work  down  the 
same  track  and  try  to  come  up  with  a  document  that  will, 
in  fact,   pass  muster  the  first  time  around. 

And  backing  into  a  process  that  hasn't  worked 
thus  far  is  inefficient.     And  it  certainly  has  been 
inadequate  up  until  this  point  in  terms  of  gaining 
community  support  for  that  sort  of  thing. 

So  I  think  that  —  I  agree  with  you  that  we're 
talking  about  several  different  things  that  we  can't 
connect  into  one  sentence.     I  think  maybe  we  can 
reorganize  it  into  maybe  one  or  two  sentences  that  can 
speak  to  that  issue. 

But  I  think  you're  raising  a  valid  point.  But 
I  also  do  think  that  —  talking  about  backing  up  what 
Jan  was  saying  —  we  have  tried  more  efficient  means  of 
informing  the  process  which  have  not  gone  well. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     So,   this  first  "BE  IT 
RESOLVED"  has  resulted  in  considerable  comment  and  we 
have  stripped,   reorganized,   chopped  and  basically  minced 
it  up  to  where  it's  no  longer  recognizable. 

We  have  two  things  we're  trying  to  say,   and  it 
might  go  something  like  this:     "BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT,  the 
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Presidio  of  San  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board 
finds  the  U.S.   Army's  proposed  Feasibility 
Study/Remedial  Action  process  and  schedule  to  be 
inadequate  and  inefficient."     Keep  the  first  comment. 

And  the  second  comment  has  to  do  with  not 
being  up  to  community  standards,  and  that  I  think  — 

Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Well,  maybe  we  could  do  it 
like  this.     "BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT,   the  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco  Advisory  Board  finds  the  U.S.   Army's  proposed 
Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan  process  and 
schedule  inadequate  for  stakeholder  —  inadequate  for 
stakeholder  input  and  review,   and  inefficient  in 
resolving  concerns"  —  or  rather  —  "inefficient  for 
stakeholder  input  and  review  and  inadequate  for  meeting 
community  concerns  regarding  cleanup." 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  will  read  it  back.  "BE 
IT  RESOLVED  THAT,   the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco 
Restoration  Advisory  Board  finds  the  U.S.  Army's 
proposed  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan  process 
and  schedule  to  be  inefficient  for  stakeholder  input  and 
inadequate  for  meeting  community  concerns  regarding 
cleanup . " 

Does  that  sound  —  hit  it  on  all  cylinders? 
Lucy. 
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LUCY  SCOTT:     I  just  have  a  question.     When  you 
say  it's  inadequate,   are  you  talking  about  the  schedule 
is  inadequate,   the  remedies  proposed  are  inadequate,  and 
you're  unhappy  about  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:      Just  the  schedule. 

LUCY  SCOTT:     You're  talking  about  just  the 

schedule? 

BOARDMEMBER  WRIGHT:     It  does  say  "process  and 

schedule." 

LUCY  SCOTT:     Just  for  my  clarification,  what 
--  it's  inadequate  because  you  want  it  to  be  shorter, 
the  process  to  be  shorter  and  more  informative? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Well,   there  are  a  number  of 
issues  that  a  consensus  process  would  actually  plan  to 
have  meetings  with  all  stakeholders,   and  the  Army 
proposed  process  does  not,   in  fact,  they  propose  to  meet 
separately  with  the  regulators,  separately  with  the 
reuse  agencies,  and  separately  with  —  so  there's  — 
that's  one  part  of  it. 

LUCY  SCOTT:     I  would  then  make  a  suggestion  in 
that  paragraph  that  you  be  clear  that,   that's  what 
you're  asking  for  because  it  wasn't  clear  to  me  in  just 
listening.     And  I  understand  what  you're  asking  for,  but 
I  think  you  might  be  able  to  spell  that  out  a  little 
bit. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     Okay.     How  do  people  feel 
about  adding  anything  there? 
Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  SKOW:      I  think  that's  what  the 
second  and  third  paragraph  do. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      Presumably,  this 
resolution  will  be  a  point  discussion  to  remedy  the 
concerns  of  RAB.     I  would  support  it  because  it  would  — 
it  would  set  up  a  better  process,  you  know,  toward  the 
satisfaction  of  our  goals,  all  of  our  goals.     So  there 
will  be  points  that  we'll  have  to  discuss  at  a  later 
date. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Okay.      I  think  that's 
right.     I  think  there  are  lots  of  points  that  could  be 
put  in  as  detail. 

So,   let  me  ask,  do  people  have  a  fairly  good 
understanding  of  what  this  resolution  currently  is 
stating? 

Are  we  done  with  the  discussion? 

There  were  several  people  at  the  break  that 
witnessed,   and  I  don't  know  if  this  is  exactly 
appropriate,   but  Andrew  Lolli  was  —  he  wanted  to  make  a 
motion,   but  he  had  to  leave. 

He  wanted  to  move  that  this,   once  the  language 
had  been  resolved,   that  this  resolution  be  adopted.  And 
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he  asked  me  to  do  that  in  his  behalf. 

And  so  if  you'll  allow  me  to  do  that,  I'll 
make  the  motion  for  Andrew  that  we  adopt  this  resolution 
as  we've  amended  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      I   second  it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  further  discussion? 

Then  if  the  community  members  that  are  in 
favor,   if  you  could  raise  your  hands.     One,   two,  three, 
four,   five,   six,   seven,   eight,   nine,   ten,  eleven, 
twelve,   thirteen,    fourteen,   and  we  had  —  Andrew  is  15. 

Did  you  get  any  other  proxy  votes. 

Julie? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Yes,  Julie  did  leave  a 
proxy  vote. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     And  those  opposed  to  the 
resolution? 

Motion  carries. 

Thank  you  for  your  discussion  tonight. 
We'll  get  this  typed  up. 

And  were  there  any  abstentions?     Pardon  me. 
BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:  Abstain. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:     Yes.     There  is  one 
abstention . 

THE  REPORTER:     I'm  sorry.     I  didn't  get  your 

name . 
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BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      Joan  Girardot, 
G-i-r-a-r-d-o-t. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you  for  your  patience 
in  going  through  that. 

Let's  move  on  then  to  the  Monthly  Status 
Reports.     And  that  would  be  Bruce. 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     There's  a  long  list  of 
them  this  evening,   beginning  with  Crissy  Field.     We  have 
since  the  DEH  RAP  —  or  the  Crissy  Field  RAP  was  signed, 
we've  moved  approximately  47,000  tons  of  material  from 
the  Presidio  and  trucked  it  off  to  landfills  around  the 
state.     We  estimate  approximately  a  total  60-  to  64,000 
tons  will  be  necessary  to  complete  the  actions  contained 
in  that  RAP.     So,   it  looks  as  though  we  have  about 
16,000  tons  to  go  according  to  this.     This  would  be  as 
of  8-7. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     But  you  were  supposed  to 
be  done  August  1st.     You  promised. 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      Well,    that   is  true.  We 
did.     We  promised  to  complete  what  was  contained  in  the 
RAP  which  was  approximately  25,000  tons.     We've  more 
than  doubled  that  now.     So,   I  truthfully  think  we're 
doing  pretty  well. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     When  do  you  anticipate 
the  completion  date  will  be  then? 
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BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  have  that  here,   and  I 
would  be  willing  to  share  that  with  you. 

Actually  this  status  was  passed  out  at  the  RAB 
meeting.     I'm  sure  a  number  of  people  here  —  or 
actually,  I'm  sorry,  the  RPM  meeting.     I  know  two  people 
here  that  have  it.     And  it  is  part  of  the  public  record, 
and  it  can  be  obtained  from  Dave's  office  as  well.  But 
I'll  be  happy  to  go  through  it. 

I  just  wanted  to  summarize  the  total  without 
going  into  the  details  of  each  of  the  different  sites. 

As  of  the  7th  of  August,   again,   we  removed 
47,000  tons.     I'm  certain  that  number  is  much  higher. 
By  this  point,   it's  probably  around  55,000  tons.  But 
I'll  go  through  this. 

East  of  Mason  Site:     We  completed  the 
excavation  activities  the  15th  of  July. 

979:     We're  anticipating  completing  the 
excavation  on  the  13th  of  August. 

Building  950:     On  the  31st  of  August. 

Building  937:     On  the  8th  of  September. 

923  to  937  Area:     It's  kind  of  a  long,  thin 
area  behind  the  buildings.     We  anticipate  completing 
that  the  24th  August. 

As  well  as  Buildings  640  and  643:     On  the  same 

date. 
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Fill  Site  7:     We  anticipate  completing  on  the 
13th  of  August. 

The  Rifle  Institute:     On  the  14th  of  August. 

And  building  924:     On  the  11th  of  September. 

Following  those  excavation  completions,  we 
have  interim  data  summaries  that  we  are  forwarding  to 
the  DTSC.     And  it  looks  like  they  go  about  two  weeks 
beyond  each  of  the  completion  dates. 

We  forwarded,   I  believe,   three  of  them  so  far 
to  DTSC.     And  that's  the  summary  for  Crissy  Field. 

Actually,   there  is  one  other  thing  I  wanted  to 
make  note  of;  although,   it's  not  on  the  agenda. 

While  excavating  a  fuel  pipeline  in  the  979 
area,  we  uncovered  an  unexploded  ordinance,  generally 
referred  to  as  UXO.     That  put  us  in  about  a  three-week 
delay.     We're  starting  up  excavation  activities  in  that 
area,   I  believe,  tomorrow. 

Is  that  correct.  Rich? 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     When  we  discovered  that, 
we  called  the  Park  Police.     They  notified  the  San 
Francisco  Bomb  Squad.     They  came  down,  and  their  team 
rendered  it  harmless.     They  essentially  put  another  bomb 
on  top  of  it  and  exploded  it. 

We  have  an  understanding  that  it's  around  the 
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Civil-War  era.     That  it  was  a  —  from,   I  guess,   what  is 
commonly  referred  to  as  a  "Parrot  Rifle."     There  is  one 
piece  remaining,  and  that's  in  the  property  —  or  the 
National  Park  Service  has  that. 

The  Army  would,   of  course,   like  to  borrow  that 
for  a  little  while,   so  we  could  identify  specifically 
what  it  was. 

We  put  in  place  a  Safety  Procedures  Avoidance 
and  Observation,   so  we  could  continue  our  excavations  in 
that  area. 

Essentially,  we  have  to,   excuse  me,   we  had  to 
go  through  a  bit  of  some  paperwork  in  getting  the  plan 
approved.     There  was  a  few  interested  parties  in  the 
Army.     But  we've  satisfied  them,   and  we're  beginning 
excavation  tomorrow  in  that  area. 

Before  I  go  on  to  any  of  the  other  sites,  are 
any  questions  about  that?  Okay. 

DEH  Area:     There  were  four  separate  building 
areas.     We've  completed  remediation  in  three  of  them. 
We  have  one  remaining  to  go.     That's  Building  268.  And 
we  estimate  approximately  150  tons  of  material  remain  to 
be  removed.     We  believe  we  can  complete  that  removal  by 
the  2  5th  of  August  and  have  an  interim  data  summary  sent 
off  to  the  DTSC  by  the  31st  of  August. 

For  the  Nike  Missile  Facility,   where  we're 
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intending  to  remove  the  hydraulic  fluid  and  the  water  in 
the  silos  themselves,  we  have  a  work  plan  out.  It's 
been  out  for  sometime  for  public  and  agency  review.  I 
don't  believe  we  received  comments  on  that  plan,   or  very 
few. 

I  think  Romy,   DTSC,   indicated  that  we  would 
have  his  comments  within  one  or  two  weeks.     We're  hoping 
to  revise  that  document  in  late  August  and  initiate  the 
remediation  activities  in  September. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      Bruce,    on  that  —  was 
part  of  that  work  plan  waiting  for  the  water  in  the 
magazines  to  subside, 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  No. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY :     That  is  irrespective  of 
the  water  level? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     Correct.     Actually  if  I 
read  my  note  correctly,  we  —  actually,  that  was  a 
different  plan.      I  think  this  plan's  been  about  30  to  45 
days  for  review.     So  we're  waiting  comments.     And  I 
think  we'll  get  that  under  way  in  September  without  any 
difficulty. 

Building  680:     We're  nearing  completion  on 
that.     The  Park  Service,  or  I  should  say  the  Trust, 
raised  some  concern  regarding  some  wipe  samples  in  a 
shed.     At  this  point  the  Army  has  decided  to  remove  that 
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shed  and  sample  the  soil  beneath  the  shed  at  the  typical 
frequency  for  the  rest  of  site  as  well.     Any  soils 
requiring  removal  will  be  removed. 

And  we're  anticipating  completion  of  the  shed 
removal  and  any  impacted  soil  in  September  with  final 
site  restoration  being  in  October  and  a  draft  closure 
report  also  in  October. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Do  you  intend  to  skip  to 

723? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      No.    I  was  just  flipping 
the  pages.     Actually,   I  can  speak  to  that  one. 

About  all  I  would  add  is  that  the  draft 
corrective  action  plan  is  intended  to  be  out  in  October 
of  '98  with  a  final  anticipated  for  December  of  #98. 

I  seem  to  be  missing  a  page  here.     But  let  me 
see  if  I  can  find  it.     I  don't  have  one  prepared  for  the 
golf  course  excavation.     However,   I've  been  in  recent 
conversation  with  Presidio  Trust.     We  had  a  meeting  last 
week  regarding  their  contractor's  concerns  about  the 
situation  or  the  status  of  the  site.     We  met  and 
discussed  the  schedule. 

The  Army's  going  to  go  ahead  and  backfill  part 
of  that  excavation.     We've  evaluated  the  data  in  an  area 
where  they're  intending  to  place  a  water  line.  They're 
free  to  go  ahead  and  place  that  water  line  through  that 
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area . 

I  believe  the  Army  agreed  to  backfill  the  area 
necessary,  so  their  contractor  may  continue  work  by  the 
end  of  next  week.     Following  that  activity,   I  think  the 
Trust  contractor  will  be  doing  a  bit  of  construction 
there;   and  we'll  be  able  to  go  in,   I  believe,  after 
December  and  remove  additional  contaminated  soil  from 
beneath  the  parking  lot  and  the  small  building  in  that 
area. 

The  commissary:     We  are  currently  in  receipt 
of  comments  on  the  work  plan  from  the  Presidio  Trust, 
the  National  Park  Service,   the  EPA,   as  well  as  DTSC.  We 
are  waiting  comments  from  the  regional  board.     We  hope 
to  receive  those  very  soon  and  finalize  that  document. 

Any  questions? 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY :     Is  the  commissary  area 
--  that's  not  in  Crissy  Field? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      No.      It's  on  the  south 
side  of  Mason  Street. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you.     My  apologies 
for  not  introducing  someone  at  the  table  tonight  who's 
filling  in. 

Michael,   if  you  could  introduce  our  guest. 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Yeah.     Actually  I 
apologize,   too.     Romy  Fuentes  of  DTSC  asked  me  to  do 
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this  at  the  beginning  of  the  meeting,  and  I  forgot. 

He  wanted  to  let  you  know  he  couldn't  be  here 
because  of  some  personal  business,  but  the  DTSC  is 
represented  here  by  Claire  Best,  who's  sitting  two 
people  to  my  right,  who  came  down  from  Sacramento.  I 
just  wanted  to  make  sure  everybody  knew  DTSC  was  here. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you.     The  Remedial 
Project  Managers'  meeting  is  the  next  item. 

I  think  prior  to  you  arriving  there  were  a 
couple  of  issues. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Right.      I  think  the 
only  two  issues  that  we  haven't  covered  tonight  are  1 
and  2  on  the  agenda;  the  RPM  meeting,   the  EPA  sampling 
in  nonresidential  areas. 

Michael,  could  you  give  us  a  very  brief 
summary  of  what  you  said  this  morning? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Yes.     The  EPA  has  been 
working  with  the  Trust  to  allow  EPA  to  come  onto  the 
Presidio  to  do  some  focused  lead-based  paint  sampling  of 
soils  at  selected  buildings  in  nonresidential  areas. 

We  believe  that  we  have  a  data  gap  here  in  the 
nonresidential  areas.     This  is  not  a  comprehensive 
sampling  of  the  nonresidential  areas.     I  believe  it's  18 
structures  that  we  focused  on,  mostly  because  these  are 
structures  that  have  soil  around  them  and  structures 
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which  we  felt  looked  as  though  they  had  a  high  potential 
for  contamination  from  lead-based  paint. 

That  work  is  happening  this  week  and  next 
week.     And  hopefully  we'll  have  a  draft  summary  report 
with  data  in  it  approximately  3  0  days  after  they 
complete  the  field  work.     It  will  be  drafted  at  that 
point.     And  3  0  days  is  a  tight  time  frame;  so  hopefully, 
we'll  be  as  close  to  that  date  as  possible. 

BOARDMEMBER  REACKHOF:      This   is  also  part  of 
the  overall  base  sampling  activity  that  you  are  doing, 
correct?     Not  just  here? 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     That's  correct.  We've 
already  done  Moffet  Field,   and  we've  actually  programmed 
to  do  five  bases  altogether. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Thank  you. 

And  the  second  one  of  comments  on  fresh  water 
point  of  compliance,   I  missed  that  discussion,  too. 

Could  someone  summarize  that  discussion  real 

guick. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     The  comment  that  I  had  is 
that  the  Army  has  received  comments  from  the  Trust  and 
the  Park  Service,  EPA.     And  they're  still  waiting  for 
comments  from  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 
Is  that  a  fair  — 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     That's  correct. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:      Is  that  it   for  the  RPM 

meeting? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      I   think  SO. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Okay.     Review  of  Action 
Items  for  September. 

Anyone  have  any  comments  at  this  time  about 
September  items  that  they'd  like,  to  see?     As  always, 
route  them  through  Mark  if  you  have  them  later. 

Yes,  Bruce. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      I  don't  know  if  this 
would  be  an  appropriate  action  item,   but  I  think  it's  an 
issue  that  we  should  undertake  —  is  that  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge  District  is  doing  their  lead  abatement  and 
earthquake  retrofit  on  the  Marin  side.     And  as  part  of 
their  retrofit,  they've  excavated  a  good  deal  of  soil. 
And  they  have  some  plans  I  think  on  the  Presidio. 

And  I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  to  have 
some  information  on  what  they  found  in  terms  of  amounts 
of  lead  in  the  soil;   and,   you  know,   to  be  able  to 
ascertain  what's  going  on  there  and  see  what  might  be 
appropriate  here  and  be  able  to  maybe  meet  this  issue 
before  it  comes  —  well,  just  to  be  aware  of  what 
they're  up  to  and  if  there's  any  agency  that  we  could 
advise  to  —  or  ask  to  have  us  informed  about  that.  I 
think  that  would  be  important. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:     Well,   we've  been  tracking 
that.     And  I  think  there's  someone  we  can  contact  at 
DTSC  that's  a  project  manager  for  that.     You  can  make  a 
call  to  see  where  it  is. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:  Okay. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Anything  else? 

Andrew. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:     I  would  like  an  update  on 
the  issue  of  the  Native  American  burial  sites. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      I  think  I  could 
probably  arrange  to  have  Paul  Scalari,   he's  our  contact 
with  the  Native  American  Department,   come  again.     He  was 
here  several  months  ago.     I'll  invite  him  for  the  next 
meeting  if  that  satisfies  that  concern. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you.     Anything  else? 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:     I  just  have  one  sort 
of  guestion.     Would  we  get  a  copy  of  the  file 
resolution? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Absolutely. 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:      Thank  you. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Certainly. 

Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  have  an  announcement. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:     Further  agenda  action  items 
before  announcements. 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:      Yes,    Saul.  Your 
announcement . 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     Next  Tuesday,  the  18th,  at 
10:00  o'clock  in  the  morning  at  City  Hall,   4th  floor, 
Supervisors'  Hearing  Room  Chambers,  there  will  be  a 
hearing  on  the  situation  at  Treasure  Island. 

If  any  folks  want  to  hear  about  what's  going 
on  in  other  installations,  there  will  be  a  discussion 
about  the  cleanup,   conversion  of  the  island,   and  what's 
going  on  internally  in  terms  of  the  Treasure  Island 
Development  Authority. 

The  board  took  some  nonaction  this  week  on 
that,   and  they're  going  to  further  —  they're  going  to 
discuss  some  problems  and  how  to  basically  go  forward 
with  implementing  some  of  the  intentions  behind 
Proposition  K. 

So  if  people  are  interested  in  that,  it's 
going  to  be  a  very,   very  interesting  hearing.  It 
promises  to  be  extremely  lively,   but  nice. 

And  so  I  would  highly  recommend  if  you're 
interested,   come  on  down. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     What  time  is  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     10:00  o'clock  in  the 
morning.     Supervisors'  Hearing  Room  Hall. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Any  other  announcements? 
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Any  other  comments  tonight? 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      I  have  a  request  that  EPA 
and  the  Army  be  forwarded  a  copy  of  the  work  plan  for 
lead  sampling  and  any  report  associated  with  that 
sampling. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Sure.     Thank  you. 
BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:      Thank  you. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you. 
Announcements? 

Seeing  none;  then,   thank  you  for  your 
participation. 

Meeting  adjourned. 
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I,   JILLANNE  STEPHENSON,   a  Certified  Shorthand 


Reporter  8563,  do  hereby  certify: 

That  the  foregoing  proceeding  was  taken  before 
Sheila  Morrell  at  the  time  and  place  therein  named;  and 

That  the  same  was  taken  in  shorthand  and  was 
thereafter  transcribed  into  typewritten  transcription 
under  my  direction. 

I  further  certify  that  I  am  a  disinterested  person 
to  said  action  and  in  no  way  interested  in  the  outcome 
thereof  no  connected  or  related  to  any  of  the  parties 
thereto . 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,    I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and 
affix  my  official  seal  of  office  this         of  19 


CLARK  REPORTING 
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THE  RESTORATION  ADVISORY   BOARD  MEETING 


SEPTEMBER  8,  1998 
HELD  AT 
135   FISHER  LOOP 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 
7:00  P.M. 


REPORTER'S   TRANSCRIPT  OF  PROCEEDINGS 
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1  Attendance  at  the  9-8-98  RAB  Meeting: 

2  DOUG  KERN,  Community  Member 

3  DAVID  WILKINS,  BRAC  Environmental  Coordinator 

4  ROGER  HENDERSON,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

5  KARY  WITT,  Environmental  Health  and  Safety  Manager  GGBD 

6  ED  CALLANAN,  Community  Member 
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FACILITATOR  KERN:  Good  evening.  This  is  the 
regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the  Presidio  restoration 
Advisory  Board  for  September  1998. 

I'd  like  to  welcome  everyone  here  tonight 
particularly  the  Army  and  their  contractors,  members  of 
the  public,  boardmembers,  the  regulators,  members  of  the 
GGNPA . 

And  so,  we  begin  tonight's  meeting  with  the 
agenda  approval .     Does  everyone  have  an  agenda?  Are 
there  any  changes  or  additions  to  tonight's  agenda? 

Seeing  no  changes,   then  are  there  any 
announcements  tonight? 

And  as  people  wander  in,  we  may  pick  up  some 
announcements . 

Yes,  Mark. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Mark  McGwire  62  — 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      62  home  runs. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     62,   that's  right.     I  heard 
it  on  the  way  over.     331  feet.     Barely  clearing  the  left 
field  wall.     Not  one  of  his  thundering  shots. 

Old  business. 

Committee  reports. 

Mark. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     The  RAB  committee 
meeting  was  held  on  August  25th,   1998  at  Fort  Mason.  It 
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was  the  night  of  the  RAB  committee  barbecue.     We  had 
watermelon  and  good  food.     Worked  out  very  well  in  spite 
of  the  weather.     The  topics  we  talked  about  at  the 
committee  meeting  --  this  was  a  short  meeting  —  was  the 
RAB  resolution,   lead-based  paint  letter,  TAP  project, 
brief  discussion  on  the  Feasibility  Study  RAP,  and  odd 
and  ends  topics  like  natural  continuation  conference, 
which  a  couple  of  RAB  members  were  planning  on 
attending.     But  I  don't  see  them. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      I  could  give  you  one. 
I  was  there,   but  that's  okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      And   the   next  RAB 
committee  meeting  will  be  on  September  22nd.     And  we're 
moving  back  to  the  Presidio  for  this  meeting  which  we 
would  —  the  meeting  will  be  at  the  Presidio  Alliance, 
Building  563. 

Thank  you. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Thanks. 
Any  comments  for  Mark? 
Questions . 

Moving  on  to  Item  5. 

Presentations.     I'm  looking  to  see  if  Kary 
Witt  —  there  he  is  in  the  audience.     He's  with  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  District,   and  he'll  be  speaking  to  us 
tonight  on  the  lead-based  cleanup  for  the  Bridge 
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District. 

Thank  you. 

SPEAKER  WITT:     I'm  not  going  to  use  a 
microphone  if  that's  all  right.     One  of  the  things  that 
I  have  brought  with  me  that  —  I  think  I'll  just  pass 
around  at  this  point.     These  are  copies  of  the  various 
facts  sheets.     I  know  that  some  of  you  recognize  these 
from  being  before  this  group  in  the  past  and  from  our 
various  public  hearings  on  this  committee.     So  if  you 
haven't  seen  the  fact  sheets  we  have,   there  are  three  of 
them  here.     One  of  them  is  a  two-pager.     And  the  last 
one  is  just  a  single  page. 

Those  will  be  good  reference,   and  almost 
everything  I'm  going  to  talk  about  is  probably  in  one  of 
those  facts  sheets  somewhere. 

First  of  all  I'd  like  to  introduce  someone  who 
came  with  me  tonight.     This  is  Marilyn  Duffy.  Marilyn 
is  a  principal  with  the  Duffy  Company,  and  she  works 
with  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  on  our  lead  cleanup 
project  and  more  broadly  on  our  seismic-retrofit  project 
as  a  third-party  environmental  compliance  monitor.  And 
her  job  is  to  make  sure  the  Bridge  District  and  its 
contractors  comply  with  the  conditions  of  all  our 
various  permits  that  we  operate  under.     And  so  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  presentation,   if  you  have  any  questions 
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along  those  lines,   I'll  refer  them  to  Marilyn. 

We  began  our  investigations  of  lead 
contamination  in  the  soil  underneath  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  in  1992.     And  early  on  as  we  began  investigating 
what  was  there,  we  realized  that  there  was  a  significant 
amount  of  contamination  there.     And  we  saw  a  potential 
for  conflict  between  the  remediation  of  the  lead 
contamination  in  the  soils,  which  can  be  and  has  proven 
to  be  a  long  drug-out  process,  and  the  need  for  a  very 
fast  track  on  our  seismic  retrofit  project,  which  we 
needed  to  get  under  way  as  guickly  as  possible.     And  so 
our  solution  to  the  conflict  was  a  phased  approach  to 
the  lead  cleanup. 

And  what  we  came  up  with  was  a  two-phased 
project.     Phase  1  was  aimed  at  making  clean,   or  clean 
enough  so  that  the  seismic  retrofit  work  could  proceed 
unencumbered  by  hazardous  waste  and  hazardous  materials 
issues . 

We  wanted  to  make  clean  those  areas  that  would 
be  needed  for  seismic  retrofit,   construction,  staging, 
and  access.     So,   in  essence,  what  we  decided  to  do  is  to 
create  a  clean  island  within  the  site,   and  then 
concurrently  after  we  had  that  resolved  and  had  that 
cleaned  up,  the  seismic  project  could  proceed  to 
continue  with  our  overall  investigation  of  the  overall 
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site. 

Phase  2  then  was  that  overall   investigation  of 
the  site,  which  includes,  you  know,  delineating  the 
actual  site  boundaries.     How  far  does  the  lead 
contamination  go?     Issues  such  as  those. 

The  entire  process  is  being  conducted  under  a 
voluntary  cleanup  agreement  that  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
District  has  with  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control,  and  that  is  guiding  our  work  here. 

So  the  first  step  in  our  program  —  and  this 
was  back  in  1995  and  '96  —  was  a  Remedial  Investigation 
and  Feasibility  Study  in  the  Phase  1  areas.     That  was 
about  eight  acres,   five  on  the  north  end  and  three  on 
the  south  end.     That  resulted  in  a  remedial  action  plan. 

Many  of  you  were  very  involved  in  the  public 
review  of  that  plan.     It  resulted  in  a  human-health-risk 
based  cleanup  level  of  1,396  parts  per  million.     And  it 
called  for  on-site  treatment  of  the  contaminated  soil 
and  use  of  that  treated  material  on  site  as  structural 
backfill  in  some  very  large  excavations  that  were  going 
to  take  place  at  the  foundations  of  the  towers  of  the 
north  viaduct  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge. 

That  remedial  action  plan  was  approved  in 
March  of  1996.     As  we  got  into  the  project,  we  decided 
to  rethink  some  things. 
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And  in  January  1997,   we  petitioned  DTSC  for  a 
modification  of  our  remedial  action  plan  to  allow  us  to 
actually  simply  truck  the  materials  off-site  to  a 
hazardous  waste  facility  instead  of  on-site  treatment 
and  on-site  use  of  material. 

And  this  was  done  for  a  lot  of  reasons.  Not 
the  least  of  which  was  the  fact  that  the  cost  involved 
with  trucking  and  disposal  came  down  significantly 
during  that  period  of  time,  and  it  became  a  more 
attractive  option. 

We  received  nothing  but  good  public  comment  on 
that  particular  request.     And  so  the  District  decided 
that  that  was  the  direction  we  would  go  on  the  cleanup. 

Field  work  on  that  Phase  1  cleanup  started  in 
September  of  1997  and  went  through  March  of  1998.  The 
work  concentrated  mainly,  at  least  initially,   on  the 
north  end  of  the  bridge  because  that  is  the  area  where 
we  needed  to  get  construction  going  on  the  seismic 
retrofit  project. 

And,    in  fact,   most  of  that  area  has  now  been 
certified  as  clean  by  DTSC  and  —  or  certified  as 
meeting  the  remediation  goal  of  1396.     And  we  now  have 
seismic  retrofit  project  construction  under  way. 

We  removed  about  33,000  cubic  yards  of  soil 
from  about  four  acres  on  the  north  end  of  the  bridge. 
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This  is  tremendously  more  than  our  initial  estimates, 
due  to  a  lot  of  factors  that  —  they're  too  numerous 
really  to  mention,   but  we  exceeded  our  estimates  by 
quite  a  bit. 

This  resulted  in  24 , 600-and-some  tons  of 
hazardous  waste  being  trucked  off -site.     Due  to  El  Nino 
and  the  tremendous  rains  that  we  received  in  February 
and  March  of  last  year,  we  suspended  work  on  the 
southern  portion  of  Moore  Road,  which  is  the  road  that 
goes  to  out  the  lighthouse  underneath  the  north  approach 
to  the  bridge,   and  suspended  work  completely  on  the 
south  end  of  the  bridge  until  the  weather  situation 
resolved  itself. 

Due  to  El  Nino,   after  we  suspended  work,  we 
have  about  another  800  cubic  yards  of  soil  that  actually 
washed  down  the  steep  cliffs  that  are  right  there  north 
of  the  —  I'm  sorry  —  south  of  the  north  anchorage.  So 
we've  got  about  another  800  cubic  yards  to  deal  with 
during  this  construction  season.     And  work  on  the  south 
approach,   we've  now  just  recently  started.     And  I  expect 
to  see  soil  being  moved  in  earnest  about  next  week. 

We  think  —  and  as  you  can  see,  thinking  isn't 
always  right  on  target.     But  we  think  we  have  about 
5,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  to  remove  from  the  south 
approach  in  order  to  meet  our  cleanup  goal  in  that  area. 
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That  brings  us  up-to-date  really  on  the  Phase 
1  cleanup.     Concurrently  with  the  cleanup  activities,  we 
have  been  working  on  Phase  2  of  the  project.     DTSC  has 
just  approved  our  remedial  investigation  work  plan,  our 
Phase  2  work  plan,   and  we  expect  to  be  in  the  field  next 
week  collecting  samples. 

As  you  recall,  the  Phase  2  work  plan  looks  — 
it  is  actually  the  entire  site  and  includes  the  Phase  1 
areas.     We're  going  to  take  another  look  at  the  Phase  1 
areas  in  their  post-cleanup  condition,   as  well  as 
stepping  out  to  determine  the  ultimate  boundaries  of  the 
site . 

We  have  scheduled  in  our  first  round  of 
sampling  —  and,   of  course,   this  is  an  iterative 
sampling  process  where  what  we  find  in  the  first  round 
is  going  to  drive  the  investigation  in  one  of  many 
directions.     We  have  about  300  samples  scheduled  for 
collection  in  the  next  two  to  three  weeks.     And  we'll 
know  a  lot  more  after  that  occurs. 

Sampling  in  those  areas  —  there's  three  types 
of  sampling  that  we'll  be  conducting.     Random  sampling, 
we've  targeted  —  we've  kind  of  delineated  the  area  into 
areas  where  we  know  there's  contamination  areas,  where 
we  think  there  probably  is  contamination,   and  areas 
where  we  don't  think  that  there's  probably 
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contamination . 

And  the  sample  density  is  going  to  be,  of 
course,  heaviest  in  the  areas  we  know  are  a  problem,  a 
little  bit  less  in  the  areas  that  we  think  probably  are, 
and  quite  a  bit  less  in  the  areas  where  we  don't  think 
there's  a  problem.     But  we  need  to  just  do  some 
confirmation  sampling  out  there. 

We  also  have  scheduled  some  focus  sampling  in 
areas  where  we  suspect  that  contaminated  material  would 
collect  and  concentrate.     So  we've  identified  those 
areas,   and  we'll  be  collecting  extra  samples  there. 

And  also  some  samples  --  and  there  are  some 
geologists  in  the  room  that  can  define  this  word  for  me. 
I  don't  know  what  it  means  —  colluvium.     We  have 
colluvium  samples. 

Mark. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Colluvium  is  material 
that's  washed  down  the  slope. 

SPEAKER  WITT:     Okay.     That's  exactly  what  it 
is.     We're  going  to  be  sampling  colluvium  at  the  bottom 
of  the  slopes  in  hopes  of  finding  out  what  it  is  that's 
coming  off  these  very  steep  slopes. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  that. 

So,   of  course,   in  the  iterative  process  the 
second  and  subsequent  rounds  of  sampling  are  going  to  be 


*   CREATED  BY   TURBOCAT   COLLEGE   EDITION  ******************** 


3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 

11 

determined  mainly  by  what  we  find.     And  we  hope  to  be, 
you  know,   evaluating  data  and  moving  into  the  second 
rounds  of  sampling  probably  in  six  week's  time. 

Phase  2  also  includes  some  limited  near-shore 

sediment  sampling.     What  we've  done  is  we've  identified 

© 

six  locations,   four  at  the  north  end  of  the  bridge,  two 
at  the  south  end  of  the  bridge,  where  if  there  was  going 
to  be  an  impact  of  base  sediments,   these  would  be  the 
areas  just  from  the  drainage  patterns.     And  some  are 
actual  outfalls  where  large  areas  drain  into  culverts 
that  outfall  into  the  Bay  at  certain  points. 

And  so  we  plan  on  collecting  samples  in  the 
top  few  centimeters  of  sediment  in  those  areas.  The 
information  gathered  in  this  next  step,   the  remedial 
investigation  in  the  Phase  2  areas,  will  be  run  back 
through  our  human-health-risk  assessment  model  just  to 
verify  that  we're  still  on  target  there  and  also  —  and 
probably  more  importantly,  because  it  wasn't  done  as 
part  of  the  first  phase  —  we'll  be  doing  an  ecological 
risk  assessment  in  those  areas.     And  we're  actually 
starting  right  now  with  the  scoping  process  for  that; 
identifying  the  various  food  chain,   the  receptors,  and 
pathways.     And  I  don't  have  much  to  report  to  you  at 
this  point  on  that. 

That  is  about  where  we're  at.     I  would  be  more 
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than  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      The   offshore  sampling, 
how  are  you  going  to  separate  what's  the  Bridge 
District's  versus  what's  been  washing  down  through  the 
bay  and  everywhere  else?     They've  been  dumping  sediments 
outside  of  Alcatraz  for  years  —  have  been  dredged,  and 
they've  recently  dumped  there  —  especially  out  in  the 
Golden  Gate. 

SPEAKER  WITT:     That's  a  good  question.  And 
that's  why  I'm  always  hesitant  to  go  out  and  collect 
samples  if  I  don't  really  know  what  I'm  going  to  do  with 
the  results.     And  this  is  one  of  those  cases.     I  mean, 
one  of  the  things  we  certainly  have  is  a  lot  of  data 
from  sediments  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  and  even  sediments 
in  the  same  generally  vicinity  that  probably  haven't 
been  impacted  by  Golden  Gate  Bridge  activities.     So  we 
can  compare  them.     The  process  of  determining  whether 
it's  ours  or  yours  is  difficult.     And,  you  know,  we've 
played  around  with  things  like  isotope  analysis  and  all 
kinds  of  stuff,   and  it  just  doesn't  seem  to  be 
worthwhile. 

You  know,   I  guess  what  you  hope  is  that  you 
find  it's  about  the  same  as  it  is  everywhere  else  in  the 
Bay,   and  you  don't  have  anything  to  worry  about.     If  you 
find  something  else  out,  you  kind  of  have  to  go  back  to 
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the  drawing  board  and  figure  out  what  the  next  step  is 
to  try  and  figure  it  out. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      Couple  of  short 
questions.     I'll  give  you  all  three  at  once.  Who's 
paying  for  all  this?     Can  you  say  something  about  how 
deep  you're  going  to  scavenge  the  soil?     And  also  what 
about  the  very  steep  parts  of  the  —  especially  the 
north  shore  which  look  like  they're  not  really 
accessible  except  from  the  sea  or  the  Bay  itself.  So 
three  short  questions. 

SPEAKER  WITT:      If  I  forget  all  of  your 
questions  before  I  get  through  first  one,  help  me  out. 

What  was  your  first  question?     "Who's  paying?" 
The  Bridge  District  has  paid  for  the  remedial 
investigation  and  remedial  action  planning  work  in  Phase 
1  and  is  paying  for  —  in  fact,  who's  paying?     We're  all 
paying.     If  you  pay  tolls  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge, 
you're  paying.     That's  the  easy  question. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      There's  no  supplement 
from  the  State  or  the  Army  or  any  other  federal  agency 
to  assist  that? 

SPEAKER  WITT:     Not  for  the  remedial  —  not  for 
the  investigations  and  remedial  action  planning.  For 
the  actual  construction  on  Phase  1,  because  it  is 
intimately  related  with  the  seismic  retrofit  project,  it 
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is  being  funded  8  0  percent  by  the  Federal  Government 
because  it  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  seismic  retrofit 
project.     This  work  was  required  in  order  to  get  access 
to  the  areas  that  we  needed  to  excavate  to  do  the 
foundation  work. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     But  what  about  Phase  2? 

SPEAKER  WITT:     Phase  2,  at  this  point  in  time, 
it  looks  like  it's  a  Bridge  District  project  and  anybody- 
else  that  we  can  recruit  to  pitch  in  money.     Maybe  we'll 
put  little  baskets  out  at  the  toll  booths  or  something 
like  that.     Question  Number  2  was? 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      Was,    "How  deep?" 

SPEAKER  WITT:      "How  deep?"     We  have  really 
three  media  that  we  run  into  out  there.     One  of  them  is 
sand.     What  we  have  assumed  in  the  Phase  1  project  — 
and  I  think  we  need  to  do  sampling  to  confirm  that  this 
is  the  assumption  we  would  make  in  Phase  2  —  but  that 
is  that  all  of  the  sand  that's  out  there  is  not  native 
sand.     It's  sandblasting  sand  that's  been  deposited  over 
the  years.     The  amount  of  blasting  sand  that's  been  used 
is  huge.     And  the  assumption  has  been  that  all  of  it  is 
contaminated.     It  all  gets  cleaned  up  and  shipped  off. 

Then  from  the  soil-sand  interface  —  in  the 
Phase  1  project  we  went  down  18  inches  with  all  of  our 
core  samples  and  found  that  by  the  time  we  got  to  11 
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inches  the  contamination  levels  had  dropped  off 
significantly.     And  we  also  did  a  few  deep-core  samples 
down  to  three  feet. 

On  the  Phase  2  work  plan,   right  now  our  plan 
is  to  go  four  inches  below  the  sand-soil  interface  and 
then  evaluate  where  we  go  from  there.     And  the  reason 
that  we  don't  think  we  need  to  go  as  deep  is  that  we're 
dealing  with  areas  that  are  not  directly  underneath  the 
bridge  that  are  probably  far  less  impacted. 

And  Number  3  was  the  very  steep  slopes.  We 
have  not  scheduled  sampling  on  the  face  of  those  slopes 
for  a  number  of  reasons.     One  is,   I  don't  know  that  it 
makes  sense  to  even  think  about  remediating  those 
slopes.     The  other  is,   I  think  it's  pretty  dangerous  to 
put  people  up  there  to  collect  samples. 

So  what  we're  hoping  to  do  is  to  learn  about 
the  contamination  that's  up  on  the  slopes  by  taking  the 
colluvium  samples  at  the  bottom  of  the  slopes.     And  so 
that's  the  answer  to  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     Well,    if  the  steep  areas 
were  permanently  made  inaccessible,  wouldn't  that 
alleviate  some  of  the  problems  of  the  cleanup? 

SPEAKER  WITT:      It  does   from  a 
human-health-risk  perspective.     And,   in  fact,   from  a 
human-health  perspective,  we  would  probably  be  done  with 
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the  cleanup  after  this  Phase  1  approach  because  we've 
remediated  almost  all  of  the  areas  that  are  accessible 
to  people.     But  that  doesn't  answer  the  questions  about 
ecological  risks  from  the  lead  that's  out  there. 

And  I  think  there  probably  will  be,  quite 
honestly,   some  difficult  decisions  to  make  if  we  find 
lead  levels  in  some  areas  that,  you  know  —  that  aren't 
accessible  to  people,   so  there's  not  a  human-health 
risk.     Do  you  damage  an  apparently  thriving  ecosystem  in 
order  to  get  to  a  few  parts  per  million  lead  out?  I 
don't  know.     And  those  are  all  issues  that  certainly 
will  generate  some  discussion. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:  Okay. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     What  opportunities  do  you 
foresee  for  additional  public  input  down  the  road?  What 
kind  of  timing  and  what  kind  of  documents? 

SPEAKER  WITT:     The  next  document  that  you'll 
see  on  this  project  of  great  significance  will  be  the 
report  on  the  remedial  investigation. 

And  although  that's  not  a  step  where  you 
traditionally  stop  and  have  a  public  review  period,  you 
know,   DTSC  takes  comments  on  these  projects  at  any  and 
all  stages.     And  reports  like  that  get  filed  with  DTSC. 
They  also  get  filed  in  public  libraries  in  San  Francisco 
and  Marin  Counties.     And  so  they're  certainly  available. 
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And  also  in  the  offices  of  the  District,  they're 
available  for  review. 

And  after  that  —  and  that  I  would  say  is 
probably  a  springtime  —  if  everything  goes  well  in 
terms  of  sampling  this  summer  —  you'll  see  a  remedial 
investigation  Feasibility  Study  in  April  maybe  May. 

And  then  we  go  into  remedial  action  planning 
stage.  We  come  up  with  an  actual  remedial  action  plan 
--  what  needs  to  be  done.  And  that  is  a  point  where  we 
stop  and  go  out  and  have  a  formal  public-review  period 
with  public  hearings  and  all  that.  A  year  from  now  is 
probably  a  reasonable  thing,  a  reasonable  time  line,  on 
that  —  maybe  a  little  more  than  that.     Next  fall. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Yeah.      You  said  you 
hadn't  made  a  decision  about  what  to  do  in  the  areas 
where  there  potentially  may  be  some  contamination  where 
you  have  excessively  steep  slopes.     But  from  a  safety 
standpoint,  was  it  the  State  OSHA  Department  that  you 
had  to  confer  with  to  determine  what's  safe  there?  Is 
that  just  your  own  professional  judgment  experience  that 
kind  of  was  leading  you  on  how  to  proceed  with  dealing 
with  those  types  of  areas? 

SPEAKER  WITT:     I  think  it  — :  no.     It  was  not 
an  official  regulatory  determination.     It  was  simply  us 
in  consultation  with  our  consultants  who  were  doing  the 
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sampling.     And  basically  what  we  said  is  any  place  that 
you  need  a  rope  to  safely  access  probably  isn't 
someplace  that  we  want  to  send  people  to  collect 
samples,   at  least  initially,   unless  we  suspect  there's  a 
problem  there.     And  it's  an  area  that  would  be  so 
difficult  to  remediate,  that  it  probably  makes  sense  to 
be  thinking  about  other  things  besides  trying  to 
remediate  these  slopes. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Mark. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Could  you  give  us  a 
little  bit  more  detail  of  why  the  estimates  of 
excavation  volumes  were  up  so  much?     We  sort  of 
encounter  this  problem  too. 

SPEAKER  WITT:      Yes.      I  think  for  the  most  part 
it  was  —  there  are  two  things.     One  is  it's  difficult 
to  estimate  with  a  limited  number  of  core  samples  in  a 
very  nonhomogeneous  matrix,  you  know,  how  deep  it  is 
everywhere . 

We  took  --  I'm  trying  to  remember.     There  were 
only  80  samples  over  eight  acres.     And,   of  course,  you 
try  to  interpolate  between  those  points. 

And  what  we  found  is  when  we  did  our  —  and  we 
laid  out  excavation  depths  on  a  40-by-40-foot  grid  and 
excavated  and  found  a  lot  of  hot  spots.     Some  of  the  hot 
spots  were  areas  where  you  would  not  have  expected  hot 
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spots.     And  we  just  found  it  was  lot  more  —  less 
homogeneous  than  we  thought. 

The  other  thing  is  we  specified  excavation 
depths  in  inches.     And,   of  course,   if  you  want  to  be 
conservative  and  make  sure  they  were  minimum  excavation 
depths  —  and  so  you  want  to  be  conservative  and  make 
sure  you  get  it  all,  you  know.     A  couple  more  inches  is 
probably  prudent  in  some  areas.     Well,   a  couple  more 
inches  over  an  eight-acre  site,   you  just  get  a  lot  more 
dirt  than  you  thought. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Does  this   impact  the 
way  you're  designing  your  Phase  2  investigation?     Or  is 
it  something  you  just  live  with? 

SPEAKER  WITT:     I  think  it's  something  that  we 
keep  in  the  back  our  mind,   and  certainly  we  want  to  be 
guided  by  —  you  know,   if  we  find  areas  that  look 
particularly  hot,  we  would  go  back  in  with  some  focus 
sampling  and  take  —  have  a  higher  sample  density  in 
those  areas.     But,   you  know,   it  would  be  very  difficult. 

And  given  how  nonhomogeneous  we  have  found 
that  site  to  be,   it  would  be  very  difficult  to 
characterize  it  vertically.     It  would  be  very  expensive. 
You  would  have  to  take  a  sample  every  couple  of  feet. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Okay. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Anything  else? 
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SPEAKER  WITT:      All  right. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you  very  much. 
SPEAKER  WITT:     Okay.     Did  we  have  any  of  the 
fact  sheets  left  over? 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     There's  a  pile  right 

here. 

SPEAKER  WITT:     Very  good.     Thank  you. 

There  were  two  one-sheeters  right  here. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Kary  mentioned  that  we 
would  perhaps  contact  Marilyn  after  this  meeting  if  we 
had  any  guestions.     Does  she  have  a  contact  number? 

SPEAKER  WITT:     No.     Actually,   I  think  general 
guestions  about  cleanup,   I'm  probably  your  best  — 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay. 

SPEAKER  WITT:     —  your  best  contact. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  misunderstood. 

SPEAKER  WITT:     I'm  the  manager  for 
Environmental  Health  and  Safety  for  the  District. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thanks  a  lot  for  coming 

tonight . 

SPEAKER  WITT:     Okay.     Thank  you. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     We're  on  to  Item  5B,  and 
that  would  be  Paul  Scolari  from  the  Park  Service.  And 
he'll  be  talking  about  the  Crissy  Field  Archeological 
Investigation . 
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SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     Good  evening,  everybody. 

And  what  I'm  going  —  I'll  just  —  tonight 
what  I'll  do  is  I'll  give  you  just  a  brief  background 
about  what  the  purpose  and  function  of  this 
archeological  investigation  is.     And  then  secondly,  I 
would  just  go  through  from  the  start  date  until  now  and 
give  you  a  brief  update  about  how  it's  gone. 

It's  going  to  be  a  relatively  informal 
briefing.     And  feel  free  to  interrupt  me  and  ask 
questions  at  any  point.     And  I  also  invite  Glen  —  who's 
sitting  out  in  the  audience,   he  is  the  project  manager 
of  the  Crissy  Field  restoration  plan  —  to  chime  in  at 
any  point  because  Glen  is  really  familiar  with  what's 
going  on  as  well. 

So  essentially,   as  you  all  know,  we  have  the 
Crissy  Field  restoration  plan,  which  is  sitting  and 
waiting  for  the  implementation  after  the  cleanup  gets 
done  at  Crissy  Field.     And  what  we're  going  to  do  there 
is  on  the  west  side  of  Crissy  Field,   restore  the 
airfield;   and  on  toward  the  east  side,   or  more  or  less 
on  the  east  side,   recreate  a  water  system  and  a  tidal 
marsh. 

■ 

We're  carrying  out  the  archeological 
investigation  because  —  essentially,  we're  working 
within  the  framework  of  the  National  Historic 
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Preservation  Act. 

Before  we  go  in  and  undertake  this  project, 
we're  required  to  identify  if  there  are  any  historic 
properties  that  might  be  impacted  by  the  project.  And 
so  the  archeological  investigation  is  an  identification 
process.     We're  doing  tests  trenching  in  a  systematic 
way  and  trying  to  discover  if  there  are  any  historic 
properties  underground  at  Crissy  Field,   and  that 
includes  prehistoric  properties. 

The  other  thing  that  we're  doing  in  this 
investigation  is  we  have  a  team  of  geologists,   or  a  firm 
of  geologists,  who  are  trying  to  create  an  earth-science 
context  for  understanding  the  historic  —  prehistoric 
things  that  we  might  encounter  underground  and  also  to 
help  recreate  physically  the  physical  history  of  Crissy 
Field. 

The  work  which  is  being  done  by  archeological 
contractors,   actually  the  Park  Association,  began  in 
mid- July  and  it's  ongoing  right  now.     To  date  there  have 
been  50  trenches  and  pot  holes  dug.     And  I'll  give  you  a 
breakdown  of  about  what  they've  encountered  in  these 
excavations . 

About  a  week  into  the  work,   so  about  July 
20th,   in  a  test  trench  on  --  more  or  less,   if  you  go 
down  Halleck  Street  —  basically  the  eastern  half  of 
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Crissy  Field  in  a  test  trench  we,    in  fact,   encountered  a 
prehistoric  —  what's  referred  to  as  a  "prehistoric 
midden. " 

The  midden  was  encountered  at  a  point  where  we 
were  trying  to  identify  the  marsh,   itself,   and  the  dune 
system  to  north  of  it  because  that  was  going  to  be  an 
area  where  we  had  predicted  where  we  might  find 
prehistoric  sites.     So  we  did,   in  fact,   encounter  a 
prehistoric  midden,  which  is  about  so  deep. 

These  middens  are  very  characteristic.  It's 
composed  of  dark  stains,   soil,   and  you  find  —  typical 
things  you  find  in  it  are  shells,  which  we  found;  stone 
tools;  pounding  tools;   and  charcoal,   so  evidence  of 
burning. 

And  we're  really  at  the  beginning.     We  know 
it's  a  prehistoric  site.     It's  been  carbon-dated  to 
about  1500  A.D.   —  give  or  take. 

And  I  guess  before  I  go  into  characterizing 
the  site  any  more,   I  should  say  in  terms  of  the 
investigation,   what  we  did  was  we  immediately  stopped 
work  when  we  made  this  discovery. 

We  notified  all  of  the  local  Indian  tribes 
that  we  had  compiled  into  a  list,  who  we  were  — 
actually,  not  exactly  coincidentally  —  who  we  were 
going  to  be  meeting  with  just  a  couple  weeks  after.  And 
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they  asked  us  to  stop  work,   and  so  we  stopped  work  at 
that  point.     We  stopped  the  investigation. 

And  in  the  July  31st  meeting  we  discussed,  you 
know,  what  was  a  respectful  way  to  proceed  on  that.  So 
the  investigation  halted  there  for  a  couple  of  weeks. 
And  we  developed  in  that  meeting  with  local  Indian 
tribes  —  to  which  we  invited  eight  tribes  and  six  ended 
up  attending  this  meeting.     And  one  of  the  things  that 
we  asked  them  in  this  meeting  was  how  they  wanted  to  — 
how  things  should  proceed,  you  know,   or  how  they  wanted 
to  participate. 

And  what  developed  out  of  that  was  a 
monitoring  program  where  each  tribe  or  each  tribal  group 
has  a  representative  that  serves  as  a  monitor  on-site. 
And  then  we've  developed  a  rotation,  so  that  week  by 
week  we're  working  on-site  with  a  representative  from  a 
different  tribe.     And  so  since  that  discovery,  that's 
how  the  work  has  been  proceeding.     And  it's  been  going 
quite  well.     There  are  —  out  of  the  six  that  attended 
the  meeting,  we  developed  a  rotation  of  four  and 
possibly  five  of  the  tribes.     It's  not  fully  developed 
yet.     So  that's  one  —  one  discovery  that's  been  made. 

Then  in  terms  of  other  discoveries,  there  have 
been  a  number  of  historic  features  that  we've 
encountered  in  the  test  trenches  that  we've  dug.  The 
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most  noteworthy  of  which  is  a  historic  dump  which  is 
more  or  less  out  near  Landfill  7,   more  or  less  out  in 
the  middle  of  Crissy  Field. 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:      Is  this  an  Army  dump? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     It  is  an  Army  dump.  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     What  kind  of  materials 
did  it  have  in  it  down  there? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     Glen,   do  you  want  to  speak 
to  that  because  you  probably  know  a  little  bit  better 
than  I  do. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:      We  don't  know  the 
extent  of  the  dump's  Fill  Site  7.     The  Park  Association 
and  our  contract  archeologists  —  we  found  objects,  for 
example,   that  relate  to  the  Army  Medical  Corps  perhaps 
related  somehow  to  a  unit  of  the  Army  from  the  1870s  or 
'80s.     We  found  bits  of  Oriental  porcelain,  horseshoes, 
car  springs.     You  name  it;   it's  there.     Most  of  it  is 
associated  with  burn  layers.     Much  of  the  dump's  debris 
is  apparently  spread  onto  the  tidal  marsh.     There's  been 
—  we  found  all  sorts  of  things.     We  are  presently 
developing  a  design  for  a  research  program  which  we  will 
follow  in  investigating  those  areas  further. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Sounds  like  that's  kind 
of  interesting.     Different  periods.     Medical  things  from 
the  1870s,   and  yet  car  springs  must  have  been  quite  a 
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bit  earlier. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:      It's  difficult  to  know 
how  the  dump  has  proceeded;  but  we  have  studied  the 
historic  maps  of  the  Presidio,   and  particularly  Crissy 
Field,  very  closely.     And  we  do  have  a  fairly  good  idea 
of  how  the  Presidio  grew  as  it  began  to  fill  from  the 
Presidio  Bluffs  down  to  the  Marsh  Stables,   Corrals,  and 
so  forth.     Even  the  firing  ranges  contain  more  detail 
and  are  more  carefully  structured  as  they,   I  suppose, 
improved  their  aim.      It's  a  very  —  a  very  detailed  sort 
of  road  that  you  see  moving  onto  the  tidal  marsh  that 
was  there  in  the  19th  century,  which  was  virtually 
closed  by  the  1890s. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     So  in  addition  to  the 
prehistoric  site  and  this  dump,  there  have  been  a  number 
of  other  historic  features  that  have  been  encountered. 
That's  essentially  where  we're  at  at  this  point. 

And  moving  forward,  what  we're  going  to  be 
doing  is  just  trying  to  draw  boundaries  --  just  do  more 
detailed  identification  work;  draw  boundaries  around 
these  sites;  assess  their  significance;   and  ultimately 
when  we  fill  out  the  full  picture  of  the  full 
archeological  picture,  we  would  be  looking  at  the  value 
of  the  sites  and  determining  the  extent  that  redesigning 
the  project  might  be  necessary  or  for  what  have  you. 
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In  terms  of  that,   the  prehistoric  site, 
obviously  there  is  a  lot  of  interest  in  preserving  it  on 
the  behalf  of  the  American  Indian  groups.  It's 
something  that  we  would  also  like  to  preserve,   and  so 
we're  definitely  looking  at  resigning  and  trying  to 
preserve  that  particular  site  and  place. 

And  just  one  final  thing  that  I  would  add 
about  that:     The  interesting  thing  is  that  it  appears  to 
be  a  use  site  right  on  the  edge  of  the  estuary  or  marsh. 
So  in  an  interesting  way  it  kind  of  defines  the  marsh, 
itself.     And  so  that  the  project  becomes  a  kind  of  a 
rehabilitation  of  this  prehistoric  use  area. 

I  think  that's  it.     That's  all  I  had  in  terms 
of  what  I  prepared  to  do  tonight.     I'm  happy  to 
entertain  questions.     And  particularly  I  know  the  issue 
of  American  Indians  came  up  here.     And  if  you  have 
questions  about  picking  up  a  thread  of  where  that  has 
gone. 

One  thing  I  could  add  is  that;   you  know, 
Rosemary  Cambra,   the  chairperson  at  the  Muwekma  Indian 
Tribe,  attended  one  or  two  RAB  meetings  and  was 
appointed  to  the  board.     And  she  was  in  this  meeting 
with  all  of  the  other  Indian  tribes.     And  they  have 
declined,   actually,  to  participate  in  the  monitoring 
rotation  that  we  have  going  forward. 
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BOARDMEMBER  CALLANAN:      Why   is  that?     Why  do 
they  refuse  to  participate? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     Well,   the  reason  —  what 
they're  stating  is  the  reason  is  that  we  are  —  that 
they  are  the  tribe  that  is  associated  with  this 
particular  land,  and  that  the  collection  of  tribes  that 
we're  working  with  is  not  as  directly  associated  with 
the  Presidio. 

And  our  position  on  that's  is,  you  know,  we 
feel  what  we're  doing  is  the  right  thing,   and  that  this 
is  Ohlone/Costanoan  territory.     And  the  history  of 
exactly  where  these  tribes  are  from  is  very,  you  know, 
directly  connected,  very  complex,   and  difficult  to 
entangle.     So  the  approach  is  to  be  open  and  to  have  an 
open  door  and  work  with  any  Ohlone/Costanoan  group  or 
person  that  wishes  to  work  with  the  Park  Service. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     Why  are  you  call  them 
the  Ohlone/Costanoan?     Why  the  Costanoan? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     You  know,    I'm  calling  them 
that  because  I  refer  to  them  by  their  official  tribal 
designation,   and  a  lot  of  them  refer  to  themselves  as 
"Ohlone/Costanoans . " 

"Costanoan"   is  the  Spanish  word  that  refers  to 
these  people,  which  essentially  means  "coast  people." 
Ohlone  is  a  word  that  became  popular,   I  believe,   in  the 
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1970s.     And,   again,    it's  more  of  a  —  more  coming  from 
the  Native  community,   itself.     They  use  both,   you  know, 
interchangeably.     So  that's  why  I  use  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Is  a  midden  considered  a 
sacred  site?     Maybe  that's  hard  for  you  to  answer.  Do 
some  of  the  groups  you've  been  talking  to  consider  it 
sacred? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     That's  a  good  question. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Just  wanted  more 
understanding  of  it. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:   You  know,   what's  important, 
it  seems  to  me,   to  most  of  the  tribal  people  is  that 
Number  1:     Often  times  when  you  find  a  midden  of  this 
type  —  I  should  maybe  even  --  shouldn't  say,  "often 
times."     But  there  are  at  times  human  remains  associated 
with  these  sites  —  burials.     And  it  seems  to  me  that  — 
well,  Number  1:     The  reason  that  Native  people  want  to 
have  a  presence  on  the  site  is  to  safeguard  their 
values,  their  traditional  and  spiritual  values.  And 
particularly  in  the  event  that  human  remains  are 
encountered,   it  seems  —  just  by  talking  to  them  —  it's 
very  important  that  a  Native  person  be  present.  And 
that  could  just  insure  that  that  kind  of  situation  is 
handled  in  a  respectful  way.     So,  you  know,  that  doesn't 
--  the  only  way  I  can  answer  the  question  about  sacred 
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sites  is  to  say;  well,   you  know,   there  are  a  couple  -- 
there's  an  executive  order  on  sacred  sites.     And  there's 
a  particular  definition  of  a  traditional  cultural 
property. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:      Well,    is   it  possible  to 
say  without  getting  into  the  military?     I  just  wanted  to 
know  what  a  midden  was. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     A  midden  literally  if  you 
translate  it  into  English  means  "trash  heap." 
Essentially  what  this  —  I  mean,   it's  very  early,   and  we 
don't  fully  know,   you  know,   everything  that  we  could 
know  about  this.     But  a  midden  is  a  use  area,   you  know. 
It's  where,   in  this  instance  in  particular,  there  were 
resources  down  at  Crissy  Field.     And  this  is  an  area 
that  was  used  over  a  period  of  time  to  gather  resources 
and  to  cook  them  and  eat  them.     And  it  was  part  of  the 
life  cycle.     So,  you  know,   in  most  general  terms  a 
midden  is  just  evidence  of  past  human  use. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     How  big  is  this  area? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     We  don't  know  exactly  yet. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Well,   how  big  is  the  area 
that  you  discovered? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     So  far  in  depth,  it's 
relatively  shallow.     It's  about  four  to  six  inches. 

Glen,  you  probably  have  the  measurements  of 
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how  much  it  is. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:      The  extremity  of  the 
discovery  is  about  two  hundred  feet  long.     It  is  intact 
and  sort  of  intermittent  in  spots.     It's  not  encountered 
continuously  within  that  two  hundred  feet.     We  think  we 
have  found  the  westerly  and  easterly  ends  of  that  as 
well  as,  probably,  the  southerly  end  of  the  area.  It's 
a  strange  survivor  from  a  very  dynamic  weapon  system  and 
a  lot  of  disturbance  has  been  taking  place,   to  be  able 
to  delineate  the  northern  boundary  of  the  site. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     There  was  some  articles 
in  the  San  Francisco  Independent  over  the  past  few  days, 
one  that  indicated  that  there  are  actually  artifacts 
found  in  one  of  these  GGNPA  excavations.     Is  there  any 
truth  to  that? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     There  have  been  — 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Prehistoric  artifacts. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     The  artifacts  I'm  aware  of 
are  a  number  of  pounding  stones  that  have  come  from  the 
site.     And  that's  about  it.     There  was  also  —  there  was 
a  little  obsidian,   like  arrowhead,   that  wasn't  found  in 
situ.     Which  is  to  say,   it  wasn't  found  actually  in  the 
trenches,   it  was  found  on  the  surface.     That's  the 
extent  of  the  artifacts. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     The  other  question  I  had 
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was  in  regards  to  Julie's  question,   when  she  was  asking 
about  whether  or  not  a  midden  was  considered  a  sacred 
area. 

You  seem  to  indicate  from  your  comment  in  your 
opinion,   it's  not.     But  what  about  the  Native  American 
tribes  you're  working  with,  how  do  they  view  that? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     That's  not  —  I  tried  to 
answer  it  actually  by  presenting  to  you  the  perspective 
that  I  encountered  from  the  Native  American  people. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Okay.      Then  maybe  I 
don't  understand.     Are  you  —  you're  saying  that  they  do 
or  do  not  consider  that  sacred.      Because  you  kind  of 
referred  to  some  federal  regulations  or  something  like 
that . 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     Right.     There's  an  executive 
order  on  sacred  sites  that  defines  a  sacred  site  in  a 
certain  way. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Does  what  you  found  out 
here  fit  those  definitions?  I  think  that's  the  way  we 
should  ask  the  question. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     No.      It  does  not. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     So,    it  doesn't  fit 
federal  definition.     But  how  —  do  the  Native  American 
tribes  still  believe  that  any  of  this  area  is  sacred? 
Because,   again,   referring  back  to  the  newspaper  article, 
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that's  what  it  seemed  to  indicate,   as  well.      So  I  was 
wondering  if  there  was  any  truth  to  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  SCOLARI:     I  don't  understand  quite 
what  you  are  asking. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     The  newspaper  article  — 
let  me  make  it  very  clear  then.       The  newspaper  article 
seemed  to  indicate:     one,  that  there  were  artifacts, 
prehistoric  artifacts,   found  in  some  of  these 
investigations.     You  said,  yes,  you  found  some 
pounding  stones  and  an  arrowhead  that  wasn't  found  in 
situ. 

The  article  also  seemed  to  indicate  that  the 
Native  American  groups  that  the  Park  Service  is  working 
with  also  viewed  these  areas  where  these  discoveries 
were  made  as  sacred,   including  this  area  that  was  called 
a  "midden." 

And  so  what  I'm  asking  you  is        the  article 
says  that  in  your  conversations  with  the  Native  American 
tribes,   it  may  also  convey  that  to  you. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     But  you  know  that  the  —  no, 
actually  not.     And  I  mean  —  but  it's  a  really  —  it's 
an  important  site  to  them.     And  that's  why  we  have  a 
Native  American  person  — 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     But  it's  not  considered 
sacred  though?     Which  was  kind  of  what  the  question 
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Julie  was  asking.      By  what  you've  learned  from  talking 
to  them. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     No.     That's  right. 

Now,  you  know,   I  should  also  point  out  that 
that  article  suggests  that  we  didn't  inform  the  Native 
American  tribes  of  the  discovery  when,   in  fact,  we  did. 
It  suggests  that  we're  not  working  with  monitors  when, 
in  fact,  we  are.     And  it  suggests  that  we're  not  being 
open  in  consulting  with  Indian  tribes  when,   in  fact,  we 
are . 

And  so  there  are  problems  with  that  article. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I've  heard  the  word 
"prehistoric"  used  several  times  in  this  conversation. 
How  would  you  characterize  "prehistoric"? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     All  I  mean  by  "prehistoric" 
is  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  Europeans. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:      So  that  would  be  — 
"prehistoric"  would  be  anytime  prior  to  1776  then? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     That's  right. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:  Okay. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:      I  try  and  be  careful  about 
the  use  of  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  understand  what  you're 
saying.     All  I  wanted  to  do  was  to  get  you  to 
characterize  what  you  meant  by  "prehistoric."  It's 
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prior  to  1776. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:      That's  right. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:      Thank  you. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      Is  that  because  before 
1776,  before  the  Europeans,  the  Native  Americans  weren't 
keeping  written  records? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     That's  right.  Uh-huh. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      They  had  no  written 
records  --  a  way  of  documenting. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:      That's  right. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:  Okay. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     It  was  before  Windows 

1512  . 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      You  spoke  about 
"contract  archeologist . "     The  National  Park  Service  is 
not  doing  this  work?     You're  hiring  archeologists  to  do 
it?     The  archeological  section  of  the  NPS  is  hiring 
other  archeologists  to  do  this  work? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     That's  right.     We  have  a 
firm  doing  the  actual  archeological  work,   and  they're 
doing  it  under  the  supervision  of  the  National  Park 
Service . 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:     It's  being  paid  for  by 
the  Golden  Gate  National  Park  Association.     It  was  one 
of  the  requirements  of  the  project.     We're  talking  to 
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contract  archeologists  and  the  Park  Service  is 
supervising . 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     And  it's  absolutely 
necessary.     There's  too  much  work  basically  for  the  NPS 
staff  to  do  everything.     And  so  we  contract  quite  a  bit 
of  work  out  and  oversee  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      In  terms   of  public 
relations,   is  it  your  intention  to  respond  to  this 
newspaper  article  and  clarify  some  of  the 
misstatements? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     Yes,   we  have,    in  fact.  The 
article  came  out  —  I  think,   it  was  two  weeks  ago  today 
actually.     And  we  immediately  wrote  a  very 
straightforward  letter  pointing  out  these  inaccuracies. 

And  it  was  published  in  the  Independent  the 
following  week  in  the  letter  section.     We  haven't  gone 
out  public  with  this  information  because  we  want  to  find 
out  more  about,  you  know  —  what  exactly  it  is  that 
what  exactly  that  site  is.     And  have  actually  --  you 
know,   we  addressed  that  issue  when  I  initially  talked 
with  the  tribal  representatives  when  we  made  the 
discovery. 

I  said  to  them,    "We  kind  of  want  to  keep  this 
discreet."     Or  actually,   I  asked  them,   "Would  you  be 
against  going  public  with  this  information,   or  would  you 
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rather  just  keep  it  discreet  between  us  until  we  can 
find  out  more  about  it  and  discuss  it  in  more  detail?" 

And  their  request  was  to  keep  it  discreet, 
primarily  for  fear  of  pot  hunting.     When  you  announce  a 
site  like  this,   it's  altogether  common  to  have  people 
coming  out  and  looting  from  a  site  like  that. 

So  out  of  respect  for  that,  we  have  tried  to 
not  publicize  information  up  to  this  point. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     The  Army  was  supposed  to 
finish  the  cleanup  at  Crissy  Field  a  good  two  months 
ago,    so  you  could  begin  the  archeological  work 
unimpeded.     Has  that  been  holding  you  back,   the  fact 
that  the  cleanup  hasn't  been  completed  yet?     Two  months 
behind  schedule. 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     Again  you're  in  a  better 
position  to  answer  that. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:      Lets  put  it  this  way, 
the  extent  the  Army's  remediation  has  grown  from  what  it 
should  have  initially,   we  in  turn  have  had  to  respect 
certain  exclusions  created  by  the  Army  that  weren't 
included  in  the  remediation.     In  some  respects  we've  not 
had  access.     We  have,   however,   proceeded  with  our 
investigation,   literally,   as  closely  as  possible  behind 
the  Army. 

It's  a  very  difficult  question  to  answer.  If 
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there's  been  a  delay,    it  really  has  been  one  that  is  the 
result  of  further  contamination  we  found  ourselves. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     To  follow  on  the  pot 
hunting  issue,   I'm  wondering  if  this  sort  of  site,  this 
midden,  would  ever  be  something  that  would  be  uncovered 
and  sort  of  interpreted,  displayed,  as  part  of  the  whole 
wetlands  project  or  because  of  that  it  would  always  be 
kept  buried  and  never  revealed. 

Any  discussion  about  that? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:     I  think  that  that's  a 
discussion  that  we're  going  to  have  with  the  tribal 
representatives.     I  mean,   you  know,   what  the  problem  is 
with  that  is  that  the  site  —  you  know,   if  you  do 
something  like  that,  the  site  is  going  to  erode  and  it's 
going  to  be  impacted. 

And  it  seems  to  me  the  feeling  of  —  you  know, 
unanimously  the  feeling  on  the  part  of  the  tribal 
representatives  is  to  the  extent  that  you  can,  leave  the 
site  alone.  So  find  out  what  you  need  to  find  out  about 
it  maybe  in  order  to  protect  it,  but  impact  it  as  little 
as  possible. 

I  suspect  that's  going  to  be  our  approach. 
But  that's  —  you  know,  we're  going  to  —  after  we  find 
out  everything  that  we  can  find  out  in  this 
investigation  phase,  we  will  return  and  have  another 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT   COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 

39 

group  meeting  with  all  of  the  representatives.  And 
we'll  discuss,   you  know,   how  did  you  get  that  and  how  it 
fits  in  with  the  larger  plan. 
Dave. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Was  there  —  in  terms  of 
your  geologists7   contracts  with  GGNPA,   was  there  any 
attempt  to  work  with  any  archeological  firms  or 
companies  associated  with  any  of  the  tribal  groups 
you're  working  with? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:      Not  for  the  archeology  and 
not  for  the  geology,   only  in  terms  of  the  monitoring. 
And  so  the  monitors  are  —  you  know,   we're  paying  the 
people  for  their  time.     So  they're  paid  monitors.  They 
are  serving  a  kind  of  consulting  service. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:     It's  important  to  point 
out  all  the  monitors  involved  have  had  many  years  of 
this  same  type  work  up  and  down  the  California  Coast  and 
are,    in  fact,   often  involved  in  more  sites  than  this 
one . 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:      The  other  thing  I  want  to 
add,   that's  important  to  add,    is  that  so  far  it's  been 
the  tribal  chair,   people  of  each  of  the  tribes,   that  has 
done  the  monitoring.     And  this  is  a  great  —  this  has 
been  a  great  opportunity  to  meet  them  and  get  to  know 
them  and  start  to  work  with  them. 
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And  it  truly  is  the  beginning  of  —  we  are  at 
the  beginning  stages  of  trying  to  establish  an 
archeological  program  and  interpretive  program  in  the 
Park  that  is,   you  know,    in  partnership  with  the  tribes. 
And  this  is  the  first  example;  and  we're  kind  of,  you 
know,   learning  it  as  we  go  along.     But  it's  going  pretty 
well . 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Just  to  wrap  it  up,  do 
you  see  any  impact  on  the  environment  cleanup  in  your 
work  so  far? 

SPEAKER  SCOLARI:      No.      I  don't  think  so. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thanks,  Paul. 

Let  me  confer  briefly  with  Roger  here. 

How  long  do  you  think  you're  going  to  go  for 
your  presentation? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  have  eight  pages. 
If  there's  no  questions  or  comments,   probably  ten 
minutes . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Why  don't  we  try  to  do  your 
thing  before  we  do  a  break. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Well,   good  evening. 
I'm  here  tonight  to  give  you  a  brief  presentation  — 
summary  of  comments  that  the  Army  has  received  from  the 
regulators  and  the  public  and  whomever  else  on  the  draft 
hydraulic-fluid  removal  work  plan  up  at  the  Nike  Missile 


**   CREATED   BY   TURBOCAT   COLLEGE   EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


41 

magazines.      There  was  a  work  plan  that  we  put  out  for 
draining  the  three  Nike  Missile  magazines   in  July. 

And  so  what  I  am  going  to  do  tonight  is  kind 
of  go  through  a  very  quick  summary  of  the  comments  that 
we  got  from  everybody.     Just  a  little  tiny  bit  on  the 
background. 

For  those  of  you  that  don't  know,   the  Nike 
Missile  magazines  are  located  north  of  the  Public 
Services  Hospital  and  also  north  of  Landfill  8  along 
Battery  Caulfield  Road.     Currently,    and  in  the  past 
also,    the  site  consists  of  three  underground  magazines 
--  like  big  large  basements,   which  are  currently  flooded 
right  now  --  and  two  above  ground  apartment  buildings, 
Buildings  1450  and  1451. 

And  just  recently,  probably  within  the  last 
year  or  so,  the  Army  and  other  people  noticed  floating 
hydraulic  oil  found  in  all  three  magazines.  One 
magazine  has  much  more  than  the  other  three.     But  you 
can  see  little  globs  of  this  kind  of  thick  viscous  oil 
floating  on  the  surface. 

So  as  part  of  the  --  of  our  work,   we're  going 
to  go  out  and  pump  the  silos  dry  and  clean  the  insides. 
And  so  we  set  out  a  work  plan  in  July,   and  we  received 
comments . 

Can  everybody  see  that  okay?     Do  I  need  to 
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raise  it  or  anything? 

We  received  comments  from  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Checking  Agency,   the  DTSC,   the  National 
Park  Service  and  the  Presidio  Trust.     And  as  you  can 
see,  we  just  received  them  ranging  from  the  middle  to 
late-August . 

I'll  kind  of  go  through  what  sort  of  general 
comments  that  we  received.     Again  this  is  a  summary,  and 
this  is  not  --  they're  not  specific  real  technical  ones. 

DTSC  just  kind  of  went  through  and  highlighted 
the  --  certain  terms.     They  reguested  a  Gantt  chart  for 
the  schedule.     A  Gantt  chart  looks  like  kind  of  a  little 
horizontal  bar  chart  to  say  where  you  are  and  what 
you're  doing  when. 

They  also  noted  that  if  the  water  does  not 
meet  the  sanitary  sewer  discharge  levels,   then  the  Army 
would  have  to  prepare  a  Removal  Action  Work  Plan,   a  RAW, 
or  an  EECA,   Engineering  Evaluation  Cost  Analysis.  And 
if  we  had  to  do  that,   we'd  have  to  have  the  State 
generated  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  DOS, 
like  we  did  for  the  Crissy  Field  RAP  and  the  DEH  RAP. 

EPA  had  a  comment,   a  general  comment,   that  our 
work  plan  didn't  address  the  continued  seepage  of 
groundwater  into  the  silos  during  the  time  that  we're 
taking  out  the  sediment,   so  they  wanted  pumping  during 
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that  time. 

The  National  Park  Service  had  a  general 
comment.     They  expected  the  Army  to  address  the 
lead-based  paint  and  the  asbestos-containing  materials 
via  the  CERCLA  process. 

And  finally  one  of  the  other  general  comments 
from  the  Presidio  Trust  was  the  Army  was  to  cover  the 
cost  of  water  discharge  permits.     And  they  wanted  us  to 
remove  all  the  lead-based  paints  and  asbestos  from  the 
inside  of  magazines. 

Specific  technical  comments  --  these  are  just 
general  ones,   sort  of  global  comments.     We  had  some 
specific  technical  ones. 

These  are  from  DTSC.     They  wanted  some  small 
changes  to  the  drawings.     They  wanted  us  to  inspect  -- 
after  we  drained  all  the  water  from  the  silos,  they 
wanted  us  to  inspect  and  grout  up  any  cracks  that  were 
inside  of  there. 

They  wanted  us  to  specify  the  conversion 
factors   for  cubic  feet  to  gallons.      They  wanted  a 
completed  waste-discharge  permit  included  in  the  actual 
work  plans.     It's  a  permit  that  we  have  to  get  from  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

They  wanted  the  regulators  to  be  notified 
prior  to  starting  any  work.     They  want  us  to  show  on  the 
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plans  our  exclusion  zone.     They  want  an  antimony 

included  in  the  waste-wat  er  discharge  analysis.  ! 

And  they  noted  that  the  management  of  any 
waste  that  we  take  out  of  there  has  to  be  in  compliance 
with  Chapter  6.5  of  the     Health  and  Safety  Code. 

Another  couple  comments  they  had  was,   seal  the 
interior  and  the  exterior  doors  of  the  magazine.     As  you 
know,   each  magazine  has  —  are  they  about  80  feet  long? 
The  doors?     Or  maybe  they're  what? 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  Fifty. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      About   5  0   feet  long. 
Two  doors  that  open  up  like  this.     They're  kind  of  metal 
doors.     And  currently  they're  fairly  well  rusted  away. 
So  DTSC  had  a  comment  that  they'd  like  those  doors 
replaced  and  sealed  to  prevent  groundwater  —  actually, 
they  wanted  the  interior  of  the  silos  sealed.  They 
wanted  the  exterior  doors  of  the  magazines  to  be  sealed 
nd  to  prevent  any  groundwater  or  surface  water  flow  from 
getting  into  the  silos. 

And  finally  they  wanted  us  to  backfill  the 
silos.     Once  we've  done  all  this,   they  want  the  silos 
backfilled  with  sand  with  some  sort  of  an  inert 
material,   then  with  the  native  material  in  the  area,  so 
we  could  restore  groundwater  and  surface  water  flows  at 
the  site.     And  those  were  the  specific  comments  from 
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DTSC. 

And  EPA  had  some  specific  technical  comments 
as  well.     They  requested  a  table  of  previous  analytical 
results,    so  they  could  compare  those  to  the  discharge 
criteria.     These  are  values  that  we  have  to  meet  before 
we  can  actually  take  this  water  and  place  it  into  the 
sanitary  sewer  system.     They  wanted  us  to  use  the 
previous  analytical  results  to  answer  Question  14  of  the 
Waste  Discharge  Permit,   which  I  believe  is  a  question 
something  similar  to,    "Has  the  waste  water  been  exposed 
to  hazardous  waste  contamination?" 

They  want  us  to  specify  how  we  can  take  water 
samples  --  how  could  we  get  good  water  samples  when  you 
have  floating  product?  That's  often  a  problem  because 
when  you  dip  a  bailer  into  water  where  you've  got  a 
floating  product,  like  a  gasoline  or  an  oil,  it  kind  of 
smears  up  on-site  and  gets  all  over  the  place.  So  they 
wanted  us  to  say  how  we  would  do  that. 

And  then  the  last  specific  technical  comment 
was  they  wanted  us  to  specify  the  breakdown  products  of 
methylhydrosine  and  red  fuming  nitric  acid  that  included 
an  analysis  for  methylhydrosine  in  the  work  plan.  This 
is  actually  --  the  red  fuming  nitric  acid  and 
methylhydrosine  were  the  rocket  fuels.     When  they  add 
the  nitric  acid  to  the  methylhydrosine,   you  got  a 
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reaction  which  then  launched  the  rocket  off. 
All  right. 

Those  were  the  specific  technical  comments 
from  the  EPA. 

There  was  just  really  kind  of  one  Trust 
specific  comment.     It  sort  of  went  —  most  of  their 
comments  were  under  the  general .     What  they  asked  us  to 
do  was  prior  to  closure  of  site,   they  requested  that  the 
magazines  be  filled  with  inert  materials  such  as  sand 
and  vented  to  allow  groundwater  to  come  in  and  out  of 
the  silos. 

And  right  now  the  current  status  of  the 
comment  responses  is  the  work  plan  is  being  revised  to 
address  and/or  add  the  comments  to  it. 

So  the  areas  we  need  to  change  in  the  work 
plan,  we  will.     We'll  also  be  providing  responses  to  the 
comments  in  the  final  work  plan,   actually,   before  the 
end  of  September.     And  we  would  like  to  begin  work 
actually  draining  the  silos  and  cleaning  them  in 
October,   probably  mid-October. 

Dave . 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Early-  to  mid-October. 
BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Early-  to  mid-October. 
The  sooner  the  better. 

Okay.     That's  it. 
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Yes  . 

BOARDMEMBER  O ' HARA :      I'm  not   sure  I 
understand. 

If  you  seal  the  silos,   and  then  you  fill  it 
with  some  inert  material  — 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Uh-huh. 

BOARDMEMBER  0 ' HARA :      —  how  do  you  get  water 
inflow  and  outflow? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Well,    that  wasn't  our 
comment.     That  was  DTSC's  comment.      But  you  honestly 
can't.      If  the  silos  are  sealed  from  the  inside  and  the 
outside,   there  shouldn't  be  any  flow  of  water  going  in 
or  out. 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES :    If  you  can  do  something 
to  direct  or  control  the  flow  -- 

SPEAKER  HENDERSON:   Besides  just  seal  — 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:      I  wasn't  specific  about 
the  --  there  could  be  some  way. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:      My  sense   is,    if  you  want 
to  do  something  like  that,   what  you  do  is  core-drill 
holes  in  the  side  and  in  the  bottom. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Then  why  seal  it? 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:      It's  a  good  point.  I 
mean  it's  --  and  I  agree  with  you  completely.     Why  seal 
it  to  begin  with?     Fill  it  with  -- 
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BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      His  comment  was  to  seal 

it. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Fill  it  with  sand  because 
eventually  you're  going  to  wind  up  with  wet  sand.  And 
my  sense  is  that  what  have  you  accomplished  except 
taking  the  toxic  substances  out.     So  core-drill  the 
sides  and  the  bottom,   so  that  you  can  have  water 
inflowing  and  outflowing. 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES :      I  think  my  comment  was 
either,   you  know,    seal  it  or  use  inert  sand  material  to 
restore  the  water  flow.      It's  not,   you  know,  both. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      That's  how  I  read  it. 
But  I  can  get  the  comment,   if  you  want.     I  left  it  in 
the  car,  actually. 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:     I  said  "alternatively." 
You  know,  the  silo  would  be  filled  with  inert  sand. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Any  other  questions? 

Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      These  comments  are 
indicative  of  the  fact  that  the  work  plan  didn't  have 
any  of  these  proposed  alternatives  in  the  work  plan;  for 
instance,   removal  of  asbestos  and  lead-based  paint. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     No,   that  was  in  there. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     So  that's  a  redundant 

comment? 
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BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Well,    no.      From  what  I 
gathered  from  the  comments  from  the  Park  Service  and  the 
Trust,   is  that  they  wanted  the  walls  sandblasted 
completely  clean  of  lead-based  paints.     Where  —  part  of 
what  we're  going  to  be  doing  is  draining  all  the  water 
from  the  silos.     It  has  to  be  tested,  which  it  has  been, 
so  we  can  discharge  it  to  the  City.     Once  everything  is 
drained,   then  we  can  assess  whether  it's  safe  to 
actually  go  into  the  silos. 

This  is  just  a  worker-health-and-saf ety  kind 
of  a  thing.     This  is  all  now  confined-space  entry.  Once 
that's  cleared,   then  we'll  go  in  and  start  cleaning  up. 
Which  "cleaning  up"  means  there's  going  to  be  asbestos 
junk  on  the  bottom  that's  been  friable  over  the  years 
and  sunk  to  the  bottom.     There's  going  to  be  peeled 
lead-based  paint  that  is  fallen  off.     And  it's  just  for 
worker  health  and  safety. 

We  have  what  would  be  --  the  whole  primary 
goal  is  to  get  the  oils  out  of  these  silos.  They've 
been  sitting  there.     Each  silo  had  a  large  lift  in 
there.     And  each  lift  had  about  270  gallons  of  fluid, 
hydraulic  fluid,   pretty  —  kind  of  a  viscous  oil.  So 
that's  leaked  out.     So  it's  basically  as  the  water  level 
goes  up  and  down,  there's  smears  on  the  walls  and 
everywhere . 
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So  we're  going  to  pressure  wash  all  the  walls. 
Well,    for  workers  to  work  in  there,   we  have  to  take  out 
the  imminent  hazards.     And  that  means  peeling  lead-based 
paints  and  the  asbestos  which  we  expect  to  find  in 
clumps  on  the  floor.     So  those  will  be  cleaned  out. 

The  comments  from  the  Trust  and  the  Park 
Service  were  specifically,  "You  take  all  of  it  out 
whether  it's  in  good  shape  or  not." 

We're  saying,   we'll  take  —  just  by  the  simple 
fact  that  pressure  washing  walls  will  take  out  a  lot  of 
the  lead-based  paint.     But  we're  not  taking  it  all  out 
because   if  it  doesn't  get  pressure  washed,    it  stays. 

It's  like  a  house.     We  went  into  houses  here. 
We  took  out  peeling  lead-based  paint  and  stuff  that  was 
on  the  floor  and  on  the  walls.     Same  with  the 
asbestos-containing  stuff.     Anything  that's  friable  from 
a  worker-health-and-saf ety  point  comes  out.     If  it's  in 
good  shape,   say  like  translight  panels,    it'll  have  to 
stay . 

And  then  once  that's  all  taken  out,  everything 
gets  washed  down  and  drained  out.     We'll  take  out  the 
hydraulic  lifts;   and  the  ramps;   draining  systems,  that's 
left  in  there;   like,   pressure  wash  all  the  lines  in 
there.     So  there  won't  be  any  more  fluid  left  in  there. 

We're  going  to  take  out  the  ramps;  right? 
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So  those  aren't  redundant.     They're  sort  of, 
"do  this"  plus  some  of  "this"  as  well. 
Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:      You  said  you're 
preparing  your  responses  to  these  comments. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Uh-huh. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:      Can  you  say  at  this 
point  whether  one  of  the  responses  is  that  the  work  plan 
will  be  changed  so  that  it  is  --  so  the  magazines  are, 
indeed,    filled  with  sand?     As  to  comments  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      We  want  to   fill  them 
with  sand.     No,   we  don't  have  any  plans  to.     So  --  it's 
just  a  comment. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  see. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      Did  you  say  that  it 
discharges  into  the  city  system? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Yeah. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      Where  exactly?  Where 
does  that  discharge  into?     Where  does  it  hook  up? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      It   is   to   the  west  that 
we're  going  to  be  discharging  along  Battery  Caulfield 
Road. 

Directly  to  the  west,  there  is  a  sanitary 
sewer  manhole  --  personhole,   access  way,   whatever  you 
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want  to  call  it  --  and  we'll  just  discharge  straight 
into  that.     Just  pump  it  out  into  there.     That's  why  we 
have  to  get  a  permit  from  the  City.     It  will  be  roughly 
650,000  gallons  of  water. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN :      If  you  don't  fill  the 
magazines,  will  you  monitor  the  sealing? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Monitor  the? 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      Do  you  want  to  seal  them? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  No. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN :      So   they'll   be  left 
unsealed.     Will  they  be  monitored? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     As  far  as  like  the 
groundwater  samples? 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      Yes.      Yes.      Look  at  the 
condition  and  see  what's  happening  in  there. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Well,   since  —  once  we 
get  done  with  all  the  work,  we've  gotten  everything 
cleaned  out,   all  the  fluids  are  gone,   everything  has 
been  pressure  washed  and  cleaned;   we'll  have  to  seal  the 
doors  up.     We're  not  going  to  make  them  so  you  can  open 
them  again.     It's  a  safety  hazard.     After  that,  it's 
going  to  be  the  Trust's. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      So  you  turn  it  over  to 
the  Trust,   assuming  that  it's  empty  but  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Empty  and  clean. 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 

53 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN :      —   accessible  to 
groundwater  with  the  original  openings  all  sealed,  so 
there's  no  way  of  anyone  entering  into  those? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Exactly.      We  want  to 
make  sure  that  it's  not  a  safety  hazard. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     I  mean,   it's  a  permanent 

closure? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Yeah.      They'll  be 
welded  shut.     I  mean,   they  won't  be  operable  doors.  It 
would  be  very  difficult  to  get  in. 

Other  comments? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Some,   I  guess,   two  and  a 
half  years  ago,   the  RAB  members  actually  sent  —  after 
visiting  the,   I  guess,   over  in  Marin  one  of  the  other 
sites   

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     One  of  the  restored 
Nike  magazines. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     —  a  letter  requesting  that 
the  Army  actually  look  into  these  silos  and  investigate. 
And  I  think  at  that  time  we  actually  asked  these  very 
same  comments.      I  mean,   this  is  --  this  is  really 
nothing  new.     We  requested  at  that  time  that  asbestos  be 
taken  out,   the  lead-based  paint  be  taken  out,   that  these 
things  be  filled  up  so,  you  know,  we  wouldn't  have  this 
cavern  in  there. 
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I'm  just  curious  what's  the  purpose  —  what 
was  your  intent  tonight  about  sort  of  repeating  to  us 
about  what  comments  you  received  from  these  other  folks. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  That  was  a  directed 
question  from  the  RAB  co-chair. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      I  see. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      I  got  a  request  to 
provide  summary  of  the  comments.     Answer  any  questions. 
That's  why. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      So,    I  guess  my  response  is 
it  seems  like  the  Trust,   the  Park  Service,    and  the 
regulators  are  still  sounding  that  same  horn  that  we've 
began  years  ago.     And  you're  telling  us  tonight  that 
you're  not  going  to  respond  to  those  comments  in  terms 
of  doing  what's  requested. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Partially,  yeah. 
That's  correct. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     And  what's  your  reasoning 

for  that? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  You  want  to  go  into 
it,  Dave?  Or  do  you  want  me  to  try  to  take  a  stab  at 
it? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      I  mean,    I  think  it's 
pretty  straightforward.     Our  requirement  is  to  meet  any 
regulatory  issues  that  are  protecting  the  human  health 
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environment.     Once  we  clean  up  the  silos,    it's  done. 
After  we  do  that,    it's  an  empty  facility.      It's  under 
the  management  of  the  Presidio  Trust  now. 

And  that  was  an  issue  whenever  this  was  first 
brought  to  the  Army's  attention.     That's  what  we  said 
then,   and  that  hasn't  changed. 

So  just  because  it's  a  facility  that  may  not 
be  a  structure  that  people  can  live  in,  may  not  have  any 
direct  practical  use  for  the  Trust,   doesn't  mean  that 
it's  treated  any  differently  than  any  other  building. 

Just  like  with  residential  units,   we  went  in; 
we  addressed  lead-based  paint  and  asbestos  that  were 
presenting  imminent  hazards.     And  after  that,  the 
building  was  turned  over,   still  with  lead-based  paint  on 
the  walls,   still  with  asbestos-containing  materials  in 
the  buildings.     And  that  very  well  may  happen  with  these 
structures.     But  when  we  leave  the  Nike  facility,  it 
will  be  clean.     Will  groundwater  still  flow  in  there  and 
fill  these  things  up?     Yeah,   probably.     But  that's  not 
the  Army's  concern. 

We're  not  in  the  business  of,   and  we  have  no 
desire  to  spend  environment-cleanup  dollars  to 
rehabilitate  facilities.     And  we  don't  have  the 
authority  to  spend  dollars  like  that.     And  that's  not 
what  we're  here  to  do. 
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When  we  clean  up  the  facilities,  they  will  be 
protected  and  will  meet  the  standards  and  be  protective 
of  human  health  and  the  environment.     And  we're  done. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      David,    you'll  still 
have  the  CERCLA  cleanup  at  the  Nike  facility  to  do, 
won't  you? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Oh,    yeah.      That's  a 
completely  separate  matter. 

We're  treating  this  particular  action 
basically  as  a  U.S.    T-type  of  issue  because  of  the 
tanks . 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  Doug. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:  Yes. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:      I  worked  on  three 
missile  sites  in  Northern  California,   also  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  not  under  the  exact  same  program. 
But  just  to  put  it  in  perspective,   on  those  sites  we 
also  dealt  with  the  threat  to  human  health  and  the 
environment.     We  also  had  to  deal  with  asbestos, 
lead-based  paint,   and  even  the  physical  hazards  of  the 
site.     So  it's  a  common  standard  approach.     And  so  this 
isn't  any  different  than  any  other  missile  site  that  I 
worked. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  my  particular 
feeling  about  --  this  is  just  my  own  opinion  —  is  that, 
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I  think,   Roger  stopped  short  of  saying  that  you  were 
going  to  clean  out  lead  and  asbestos  that  was  currently 
—  you  know,   I  think  the  way  you  put  it,   if  it  was  still 
in  good  condition,   you  weren't  going  to  take  it  apart. 
Something  like  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      If  the  pressure 
washing  doesn't  take  it  off  the  walls,   that's  the  extent 
of  what  we'll  do  —  pressure  washing  and  whatever  we 
have  to  do  to  get  the  walls  clean  using  a  fluid.     If  we 
have  to  scrub  a  wall  because  it  was  glued  on  —  if  some 
lead-based  paint  came  off  there,    then  what  came  off  it 
would  be  taken  away.      But  if  it  doesn't  come  off,  we 
aren't  going  to  sandblast  or  take  any  special  measures 
to  remove  lead-based  paint.     So  that  which  was  flaking 
or  in  bad  shape  would  be  blasted  off  the  wall. 

Do  you  know  --  do  you  have  any  idea  of  how 
many  PSI  pressure  wands  we're  using?     Is  it  going  to  be 
relatively  — 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:      I  think  there  are  13  00 

PSI . 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      13  0  0   PSI.  There's 
going  be  a  lot  come  off  anyway.   But  we're  not  going  to 
sandblast  the  walls.  No. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  think  the  concern  is  that 
there  may  be  left,   given  the  the  water  moving  back  and 
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forth,    an  ongoing  source  to  get  into  groundwater  to  flow 
into  the  Lobos  Creek  drainage. 

I  mean,   that's  the  concern.     And  so  that's 
where  these  comments  are  coming  from.      I  think  that  -- 
I'm  not  an  expert  at  the  paint  that  was  used  in  these 
silos,   but  I'm  sure  there  was  a  lot  of  consideration  put 
into  what  kind  of  paint  was  used.     And  perhaps  there 
were  a  variety  of  metals,  heavy  metals,   in  that  paint  — 
chromium.     Who  knows  what  was  in  that.     It  just  seems 
that  given  the  proximity  to  the  Lobos  Creek  drainage,  we 
ought  to  just  be  concerned  about  that  and  do  everything 
we  can.     It's  a  water  supply.     So  that's  what  the 
source  of  the  comments  are  coming  from. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     That  may  be  a  valid 
concern.     But  the  reality  is  we've  been  monitoring  the 
site  up  there,  the  Public  Health  Service  Hospital  for 
over  three  years.     And  there's  no  indication  that  any  of 
the  constituents  found  in  the  water  within  the  silos  has 
migrated  anywhere  beyond  the  silos,   certainly  not  in  any 
of  the  downgrading  wells  or  anything  like  that. 

So  it's  our  opinion  that  once  we  go  up  there 
and  exercise  our  remediation  action,   if  there's  any 
further  infiltration  of  groundwater  that  may  come  into 
contact  with  any  lead-based  paint  or  asbestos  materials 
left  in  the  magazines  after  we're  done,   then  it's 
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incumbent  upon  the  Presidio  Trust  to  address  that 
problem . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Well,  we  certainly 
understand  your  perspective. 
Thanks. 

I  think  that  minimizes  the  concern  though 
which  has  to  do  with  the  water  supply.     It  would  cost  a 
lot  less  to  deal  with  it  when  you're  in  there. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Well,    I  don't  think  it 
minimizes  it,   Doug.      I  think  we  have  over  three  years  of 
auditing  that  shows  that  there's  no  connection  between 
the  two  areas.     So  there's  not  minimizing. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      We  could  have  a  discussion 
here  in  front  of  all  these  folks.     And  I'm  familiar  with 
some  of  the  data  involved  in  that  whole  area. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      As  am  I. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Well,  I'm  not  going  to  get 
into  a  --  into  that  kind  of  a  session  with  you  in  front 
of  the  group,   so  we  can  handle  it  off-line. 

If  people  have  any  other  guestions  besides  my 
rambling  here,   perhaps  that  would  be  more  appropriate. 

Anything  else  on  the  Nike  Site? 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     This  is  a  general 
question  perhaps  more  directed  toward  the  Trust. 

What  is  the  perspective  of  the  long-term 
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future  use  of  that  area,    if  any? 

BOARDMEMBER  REACKHOF:      Well,    I'm   not  quite 
sure  what  we're  going  to  be  doing  exactly  where  the  Nike 
Missiles  are.     But,  however  —  you  know,   you  have  that 
wetland  area  right  below,  which  I  don't  see  being 
anything  but  a  restored  wetland  area.     But  I  can't  speak 
to  the  actual  activities  on  what  will  happen,  if 
anything  is  even  slated  to  be  built  on  top  of  this  area. 

But  I  can  speak  for  the  downgrading  area 
remaining  probably  the  wetland  area  that  you  have. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  GGNPA  shows  that  as 
open  space,  I  think.  I  don't  think  anything  is  to  be 
built  directly  on  the  magazines.      It's  open  space. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:     So  those  will  be  the 
pyramids  left  behind. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thanks,  Roger. 

Looks  like  we  have  reached  our  break  period. 
We'll  take  ten  minutes  or  so  and  return. 

(Break  taken. ) 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Welcome  back.      Our  next 
agenda  item  is  Item  5D  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on 
the  work  plan  for  the  Commissary/Post  Exchange  Study 
Area.     And  that  will  be  Angela  Varian. 

SPEAKER  VARIAN:     As  Doug  mentioned,  my  name  is 
Angela  Varian,   geologist  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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Tonight   I'm  going  to  try  and  give  you  guys  a 
short  summary  of  the  comments  that  we  received  on  the 
off-site  investigation  work  plan,   Commissary.      That  was 
issued  in  June  of  this  year. 

Most  of  you  know  where  the  Commissary  is 
located,   south  of  Mason,  west  of  the  exchange  buildings. 
The  Commissary  was  formerly  the  Presidio  Motor  Pool  in 
the  early  1900s  through  mid-1980s.     And  this  included 
activities  such  as  vehicle  maintenance,   fuel  pipelines 
and  storage  tanks,   wash  racks,   grease  racks  and  other 
associated  activities. 

In  1984  to  support  the  Commissary  Building 
grading  design,   we  imported  three  feet  of  fill  to  raise 
the  building  foundation.     So  the  objective  of  this  site 
investigation  is  to  identify  the  chemicals  of  concern 
and  to  identify  the  lateral  and  vertical  extent  of  that 
contamination . 

So  far  the  comments  that  we've  received  are 
from  the  U.S.   EPA,   the  DTSC,   Park  Service,   and  the 
Presidio  Trust.      Most  of  the  comments  were  received  this 
past  July. 

We're  waiting  for  the  Regional  Water  Board  to 
comment  as  well.     Due  to  lack  of  resources,  they're 
going  to  go  ahead  and  defer  their  comments  to  Romy  at 
DTSC. 
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As  Roger  did,   I'm  going  to  go  ahead  and  give 
you  a  kind  of  general   rundown  of  the  comments  that  we 
received,   and  you  can  ask  me  specific  questions. 

The  general  comments  from  DTSC  were  to  include 
a  site  conceptual  model  to  ensure  that  the  work  plan 
meets  the  objectives  of  the  site  investigation.  And 
that  would  include  things  such  as  identifying  receptors, 
exposure,   pathways,   and  also  the  reuse  scenario. 

In  addition  the  Park  Service  noted  that 
because  we're  using  a  two-phased  approach  for  sampling 
that  to  improve  communication  between  the  stakeholders, 
we'd  have  an  informal  briefing  of  what  was  found  in  the 
Phase  1  investigation. 

We  had  a  number  of  archeological  comments, 
mostly  from  the  Park  Service.     One  is  that  we  be  sure 
and  coordinate  with  the  Park  Service  and  the  local 
Native  Americans  regarding  sites  of  cultural  value. 

They  noted  that  the  ground-penetrating  radar 
may  assist  in  determining  additional  burial  locations. 
It  was  asked  that  maybe  we  can  extend  the  boundaries  of 
our  GPR  study  to  help  them  locate  the  burial  locations. 

In  addition  it  was  noted  that  phosphate 
studies  are  being  considered  by  the  Park  Service  to  aid 
in  the  identification  of  prehistoric  remains  in  the 
area.     And  we  were  asked  if  we  could  possibly  do 
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additional  analysis  on  our  soil  samples  for  phosphates 
taken  from  archeological-sensitive  areas. 

The  technical  comments  we  got  --  there  was  a 
lot  of  comments  on  soil-boring  locations,  temporary 
molecule  locations,    in  terms  of  relocation  and  also 
adding  analytes.     I'm  not  going  to  discuss  those 
specific  items,  but  we  looked  at  those  in  in  our 
response  to  comments. 

The  Trust  noted  that  it  was  the  responsibility 
of  the  Army  to  investigate  and  remediate  soils  beneath 
the  existing  Commissary  Building.      In  addition  both  the 
DTSC  and  the  Trust  noted  that  the  sewer  lines  and 
conduits  may  be  preferential  pathways  for  contaminant 
migration  and  that  soil  samples  should  be  collected 
beneath  the  former  sanitary  sewer  lines.     In  terms  of 
the  step-out  decision  criteria,   DTSC  noted,   or  wanted  to 
make  sure,   that  those  criteria  were  protective  of 
wetland  ecological  receptors  and  to  make  sure  that  we 
expedite  laboratory  turn-around  time  to  guide  step-out 
decisions  both  in  Phase  1  and  Phase  2 . 

The  Trust  noted  that  the  Phase  2  sampling 
should  not  be  limited  to  the  individual  chemicals  which 
exceeded  step-out  concentration  during  Phase  1,   and  that 
those  step-out  samples  in  Phase  2  include  the  same 
compound  class,  analyzed. 
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The  DTSC  noted  that  solvents  may  have  been 
used  at  the  Auto  Shops  for  vehicle  maintenance  and 
should  be  added  to  the  analyte  list.     The  DTSC  noted 
that  copper,   which  also  may  be  associated  with  vehicle 
maintenance,   should  be  added  to  the  analyte  list;  and 
also  that  PCBs  should  also  be  sampled  in  groundwater. 

The  Park  Service  had  a  technical  comment  that 
due  to  the  locally  divergent  groundwater  flow,   the  suite 
of  analytes  at  the  upgradient  and  downgradient  wells 
should  not  necessarily  be  limited. 

And  the  final  technical  comment  was  that  at 
the  Motor  pools  there  used  to  be  underground  wash  racks 
and  sumps.     And  some  of  these  sumps  were  about  12  feet 
below  the  ground  surface.     Current  sampling  that  was 
four  to  five  feet  may  not  be  adequate  to  sample  for 
potential  soil  contamination  beneath  the  buried 
structures . 

Currently  the  Army  is  responding  to  the 
comments.     We  definitely  appreciate  getting  those 
comments   from  all  the  agencies  and  from  the  community. 
And  we're  working  directly  with  stakeholders  regarding 
some  key  issues  especially  the  archeological  comments. 

We've  had  special  focus  meetings  to  address 
those  concerns.     The  formal  response  to  comments  will  be 
included  in  the  final  document;  and  that's  scheduled  to 
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be  distributed,    I  believe,   next  week.      I  think  the  exact 
date  is  the  16th.      And  then  we  would  start  on  the  site 
investigation  shortly  after  that. 

Are  there  any  questions? 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     What  are  step-out 

samples? 

SPEAKER  VARIAN:   Step-out  samples  is  when  we 
have  a  step-out  criteria.     It's  a  concentration  of 
contaminant.     And  when  we  see  the  concentration,   we  step 
out  to  assess  the  lateral  or  vertical  step  of  the 
contamination . 

For  example,   a  step-out  criteria  for  gasoline 
may  be  50  milligrams  per  kilogram.     Each  time  we  can  see 
that  concentration,  we  would  go  out  further,   so  that 
we're  stepping  out  further  from  the  initial  impression. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     So  it's  a  physical 
measurement  once  you  have  an  impression? 

SPEAKER  VARIAN:  Right. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:      And  the  name  of  the 
final  document  is  what? 

SPEAKER  VARIAN:     It  will  be  the,   I  believe, 
the  Commissary  Site  Investigation  Work  Plan,  Commissary 
Post  Change  Study  Area.     And  that  will  go  out  next  month 
or,   actually,  the  end  of  this  month.     I'm  sorry. 

Are  there  any  other  comments? 
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Thanks . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you,  Angela. 

Item  Number  6A  is  the  Main  Installation 
Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan  Progress  Report. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Okay.      I'm  just  going  to 
--  in  accordance  with  our  normal  monthly  updates  on  the 
progress  with  the  Feasibility  Study,   I  am  going  to  go 
through  the  following  topics  here.     You  see  the  bullets, 
these  six  bullets. 

We  went  through  these  this  morning  at  the  RPM 
meeting.  And  everyone  should  have  a  copy  of  the  slides 
and  a  handout  that  was  with  your  packets  at  your  tables 
this  morning. 

Okay.     The  first  bullet  was  to  address 
comments  on  the  FS  report.     We're  in  the  process  of 
addressing  those  comments  --  approximately  60  percent 
complete.     One  of  the  guest ions  was  this  morning  is 
that,   you  know  --  60  percent  of  major  issues?  60 
percent  by  agency?     What  we've  done  is  we've  tried  to 
attack  entering  the  comments  in  terms  of  just  the 
overall  scheme  of  issues. 

And  we're  about  60  percent  done  with  that.  So 
with  some  agencies,  we  might  be  completely  done  with 
their  response.     We're  responding  to  their  comments  or 
most  of  them.     And  with  other  commenters,  we  may  not  be 
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as  high.      But  overall  we're  at  about  60  percent.  And 
those  comments,    again,   will  be  part  of  the  revised  final 
FS  report  as  an  appendix. 

Bullet  2  was  to  QC  the  RI  data  base.  Danes 
and  Moore  was  the  previous  contractor  managing  the 
Feasibility  Study  process.     Since  that  contract  expired, 
Montgomery  Watson  took  over  that  process.     They  needed 
to  do  a  quality-control  assessment  of  the  RI  data  base, 
electronic  data,   because  there  were  some  significant 
changes  that  we  have  made  to  the  Feasibility  Study  in 
terms  of  screening  sites  against  refined  cleanup  goals. 

We  changed  so  much  that  we  needed  to  go  back 
and  QC  the  RI  data  base.  So  that  data  was  appropriate 
to  use  in  screening  sites  against  those  cleanup  goals. 

The  fourth  bullet,  another  major  component  of 
our  effort  is  regulatory  guidelines  that  have  to  be 
followed.     We're  about  75  percent  complete  with  this 
process . 

Our  main  focus  is  going  to  be  on  landfills. 
That  was  a  significant  comment  from  a  lot  of  the 
stakeholders,    certainly  from  the  regulatory  agencies 
with  regards  to  what  ARARs  and  TBCs  apply  to  the 
landfills  and  fill  sites  and  debris  areas  at  the 
Presidio . 

So  we  are  working  diligently  on  that,  and 
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about  75  percent  complete  with  that  process. 

The  next  major  area  was  to  refine  the  cleanup 
goals  based  on  the  Presidio  Trust  and  Park  Service  Reuse 
plans.     Of  course,  we  have  GGNPA.     And  of  course  you  all 
are  familiar  with  the  significant  number  of  comments 
addressed  with  the  Army's  interpretation  of  that  GGNPA. 

We  received  supplemental  comments  from  the 
Presidio  Trust  consultant  that  went  a  long  way  to 
clarify  their  --  more  accurately  what  their  reuse  plan 
is  going  to  be  for  the  various  areas  on  the  Presidio. 

We  have  incorporated  those  plans   into  our 
assessment  defining  cleanup  goals,    so  that  they  more 
adequately  can  support  those  reuse  plans.     We've  done 
that  for  human  health.     And  as  you  can  see,   we  have  the 
different  categories  there,   including  the  three 
residential  categories  that  we  defined. 

And  those  were  based  on  descriptions  of 
residential  use  throughout  the  Presidio,   based  on 
comments  from  the  Trust  and  also  ecological  cleanup 
goals.     We  actually  had  a  map  provided  by  the  Park 
Service  that  showed  what  the  special  status  species  were 
and  where  they  were  located  throughout  the  Presidio. 

So  we  used  some  very  current  information  in 
helping  to  understand  —  helping  the  Army  understand 
what  the  reuse  plans  were  of  the  Presidio,   so  we  could 
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effectively  identify  appropriate  cleanup  goals. 

One  of  the  other  areas  of  concern  was  the 
characterization  of  landfills  just  in  terms  of  their 
actual  size.     There  was  several  comments  that  perhaps 
the  Army's  methods  for  calculations  were  not  precise 
enough  to  adequately  determine  the  size  of  some  of  these 
landfills,  debris  areas,   and  fill  sites. 

So  we're  actually  re-estimating  on  those 
volumes.     And  we're  doing  that  using  the  same  approach 
used  by  the  Presidio  Trust  consultants  except  we're 
doing  that  using  more  accurate  geographical  data.  And 
we're  about  2  0  percent  complete  with  that  process.  And, 
again,   that  was  primarily  for  the  landfill  areas. 

And  the  last  major  components  that  we're 
currently  working  on  is  identifying  and  screening 
various  technologies  for  remedial  alternatives.  We're 
about  halfway  through  this  process.     Again,  this  is  not 
selecting  a  specific  alternative  but  just  screening  the 
entire  encyclopedia  of  alternatives  that  may  be  out 
there  and  trying  to  select  those  particular  technologies 
that  may  be  appropriate  to  address  the  contamination  at 
various  sites  around  the  Presidio.     And  we're  referring 
to  EPA  guides/documents,   DTSC  guides/documents,  and 
other  industry-related  material  that's  available. 

Okay.     That  covers  the  six  major  topic  areas 
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that  we  are  currently  working  on  with  regards  to  the 
Main  Installation  FS . 

Are  there  any  questions? 

Yes. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     At  the  last  RAB  meeting 
we,  the  community  members,  passed  a  resolution  and  the 
penultimate  paragraph  was:     "BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED 
THAT,   the  City  of  San  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory 
Board  requests  the  U.S.  Army  to  begin  discussion  with 
the  Presidio  stakeholder  group  concerning  proposed 
remedies  for  Main  Installation  sites  by,"  today, 
"September  8th." 

Could  you  tell  us  what  you've  done  to  date  on 

that? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Yes.      I  can  tell  you 
that  I've  read  the  resolution.     And  I  can  tell  you  that 
at  this  point,   the  Army  is  going  to  continue  on  its 
present  approach  with  managing  the  Feasibility  Study 
process . 

That  is,   that  we're  going  to  attempt  to  work 
with  the  —  with  the  State,   with  DTSC.     As  we  begin 
developing,   or  in  the  process  of  developing  our 
Responses  To  Comments,   it's  our  intention  to  try  to  get 
a  read-in  from  the  State  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
responses  that  we  are  making  to  the  comments  are 
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appropriate  in  terms  of  meeting  any  regulatory 
requirements  that  may  be  reflected  by  those  comments. 

We  need  to  do  that  because  that  --  entering 
those  comments  —  responding  to  those  comments  directly 
relates  to  the  development  of  the  actual  Feasibility 
Study . 

And  then  once  we  get  some  type  of  read-in  from 
the  State  on  —  on  our  response  and  the  particular 
approach  we're  taking  to  any  of  the  specific  issues 
highlighted  here  in  the  briefing  then  those  would  be 
briefs  at  subsequent  RAB  meetings. 

Or  if,   as  we've  said  before,   the  RAB 
subcommittee  group  wants  the  Army  to  come  and  brief  them 
on  what  we're  doing  about  a  particular  aspect,   we'll  do 
it  in  those  types  of  environments. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     Okay.     The  question  was 
about  beginning  discussion  between  you  and  the  Presidio 
stakeholders  groups  considering  proposed  remedies.  So 
the  answer  is,   you  haven't  done  anything  else? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      No,    not  at  this  point 
because  we  haven't  even  had  a  meeting  with  the  State 
yet . 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:     You  haven't  had  a 
meeting  with  the  State.     You  have  not  had  any  kind  of 
meetings  with  stakeholders  groups. 
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What  about  the  last  paragraph:      "BE  IT  FURTHER 
RESOLVED  THAT,   the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  Restoration 
Advisory  Board  requests  the  U.S.  Army  to  provide 
stakeholders  with  detailed,   written  responses  to  their 
prior  Feasibility  Study  comments  by  September  15,  1998." 

That's  a  week  hence.     Is  that  almost  done? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Oh,   no.     We're  not  even 
close  to  that.     As  I  said  here  in  the  briefing,  we're 
only  about  60  percent  done  with  the  comments. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      That's  after  a  year  of 

work. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     No,   that's  not  true. 
That's  not  after  a  year  of  work.     That's  after  a  year  of 
time,   but  not  after  a  year  of  work. 

If  you  recall  back  in  the  middle  of  December, 
I  published  a  memo  indicating  an  agreement  with  the 
Army,  the  Trust,   and  other  stakeholders  that  the 
Feasibility  Study  process  would  be  put  on  hold  pending 
comments  from  the  Presidio  Trust.     We  didn't  get  those 
comments   from  the  Trust  until  May. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      Until  May.  Really. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Yes.      And  then,  of 
course,   our  consultant  wasn't  contracted  to  begin  work 
on  the  Feasibility  Study  —  taking  over  from  the  old 
contractor  —  until  that  same  time  period.     So  it's  only 
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been  about  9  0  days. 

And  just  remember  last  year  when  we  got  the 
initial  comments  back  around  the  middle  or  the  third 
week  of  December,  we  actually  had  about  two  and  a  half 
months  of  work  on  it  at  that  time  when  we  published  our 
response  to  general  comments. 

If  you  recall  we  distributed  a  handout.  It 
was  about  2  0  to  2  5  pages  of  general  comments  —  or  major 
concerns,   I  think  we  called  them  —  for  the  Feasibility 
Study.     That  was  our  initial  response  to  comments. 

But  since  that  time,   you  know,   a  whole 
different  contractor  started  with  responding  to 
comments.     We're  only  about  60  percent  of  the  way 
through  that. 

So,  no.     We're  not  going  to  meet  that 
September  15th  deadline. 

And  the  other  thing  is  that,   as  I  previously 
mentioned,   we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  get  a  read-in 
from  the  State  to  make  sure  when  we  respond  to  a  comment 
and  that  comment  has  to  do  with  an  issue  regarding  being 
protective  of  human  health  and  environment,   that  the 
response  we  make  is  appropriate  to  be  protective  and 
addresses  that  particular  comment.     We  haven't  even  had 
that  meeting  with  the  State  yet. 

So  we're  a  long  way  from  meeting  that 
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particular  component  of  the  resolution. 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMILL:      A  long  ways  away. 
September  15th.     What  do  you  anticipate  then  the  date 
will  be? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Well,    it's  hard  to  say. 
I  don't  have  the  schedule  in  front  of  me  from  our 
contractor.     But  our  goal  is  to  have  the  Responsiveness 
Summary  completed  by  the  time  the  Feasibility  Study  is 
expected  to  be  completed,   which  I  believe  is  sometime  in 
early  December. 

BOARDMEMBER   GEMMILL:  Okay. 
FACILITATOR  KERN:  Julie. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:      Well,    I   feel   it  was 
announced  by  the  Army  at  some  of  these  RAB  meetings 
months  ago  that  there  was  a  plan  of  developing  a 
Responsiveness  Summary  —  or  the  Remedial  Action  Plan 
was  going  to  be  a  process  that  involved  all  of  the 
regulatory  agencies  working  in  a  collaborative  way. 

It  seems  like  now  you're  talking  about  working 
just  with  the  State.      Are  you  saying  there's  a  change  in 
direction?     And,    if  so,    I  would  like  no  know  whether  the 
other  regulatory  agencies  including  the  State  agree  to 
this  seemingly  new  plan? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Well,    this  plan  isn't 
new.     I  think  that  the  approach  that  we've  described 
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here  has  been  one  that's  been,   at  least  from  my 
perspective,   been  made  very  clear  to  everyone  for 
several  months,   basically  from  the  —  almost  from  the 
outset  of  this. 

But  there  were  certain  events  that  transpired 
that  influenced  the  Army  to  change  its  position  on  how 
it  was  going  to  approach  completion  of  this  revised 
Feasibility  Study.  And  we've  taken  an  approach  that  we 
think  is  appropriate  —  that's  more  consistent  with  the 
way  lead  agencies  act  and  develop  decision  documents  at 
other  BRAC  facilities  and  work  with  regulators  at  other 
BRAC  facilities. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:      Can  you  say  what  some  of 
these  events  were? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Well,   I  think  there  were 
several  instances  where  some  of  the  stakeholders  met 
independently  without  the  Army;  made  decisions  or  made 
agreements  without  the  Army  being  present  or  even 
inviting  the  Army  or  letting  the  —  making  the  Army 
aware  that  these  discussions  or  meetings  were  going  on. 
It  just  created  a  situation  where  we  felt  it  was  in  our 
best  interest  to  reassert  our  authority  as  lead  agency 
to  better  control  the  process  and  to  make  sure  that  we 
can  execute  the  completion  of  the  decision  document  in  a 
timely  manner. 
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BOARDMEMBER  CHE EVER :      Well,    does  the  State 
send  representatives  here  like  this  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES :      Well,    I  have  the 
direction  from  the  management  to  work  with  the  Army 
along  with  the  team  concept. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:      Along  with  the  team 

concept . 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:      Along  with  the  team 
concept.     The  letter  was  sent  to  David  and  it's  beyond 
my  authority  to  disregard  that  letter.      So  if  the  Army 
has  some  guestions  with  regards  to  the  way  we  want  to 
make  decisions,   I  think  they  need  to  contact  management 
on  it . 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Does  any  of  the  other 
regulatory  agencies  have  any  comments  -- 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Michael  Work  with  the  EPA. 
Actually  the  EPA  was  aware  of  this  plan  to  work 
separately  with  the  State  for  about  two  months  now. 

And  we  wrote  a  letter  saying  that  we  don't 
think  that  was  a  good  approach  and  that  it  would  not 
lead  to  a  consensus  document.     Our  position  really  has 
not  changed  on  that.     So  I  don't  know  what's  going  to 
happen  from  here. 

I  anticipate  that  the  Army  and  State  will  set 
up  a  meeting  and  everybody  will  show  up.     So  I  can't 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT   COLLEGE   EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 

77 

think  of  any  other  way  to  tackle  this  problem  because 
the  EPA  is  committed  to  this  consensus  process. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     Any  other  agencies  have 
any  comments? 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      Brian  Ullensvang  from 
the  Park  Service. 

We  spoke,   and  our  record  speaks  --  we  felt 
back  approximately  ten  or  11  months  ago  when  the  Army 
proposed  individually  addressing  comments  --  each 
individual  agency  felt  that  a  consensus  approach  would 
be  more  productive  to  get  to  an  end  guicker. 

And  again  when  we  proposed  a  similar  method 
last  July,   the  Army  implied  that  they  would  work  with 
the  State  first.     We  support  the  consensus  approach. 
And  I  think  Roberta  proposed  that  it  would  lead  to  a 
better  resolution  quicker. 

BOARDMEMBER  REACKHOF:      The  Trust  is  in 
concurrence  with  that.     So  we'd  like  to  see  a  consensus 
approach. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      I  have  a  question  here 
because  I'm  slightly  confused  as  to  why  --  why.      I  mean, 
David,   you  said  why  you  have  departed  from  this 
particular  plan.     It  sounds  to  me  from  a  layman's  point 
of  view  that  it  was  kind  of  --it  was  a  reaction  to 
meetings  taking  place  without  the  Army  being  present. 
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And  that  you  had  to  "reassert  your  authority"  to  quote 
what  you  said  just  a  few  moments  ago. 

I  don't  understand  why  you  take  that  attitude 
and  why  it  isn't  possible  to  work  with  a  consensus 
philosophy.     It  seems  to  me  that  you  have  a  moral 
obligation  to  do  that.     Maybe  it  isn't  required  in  terms 
of  the  legal  specifications.     But  if  all  the 
stakeholders  and  the  agencies  really  want  that,   I  don't 
think  that  it's  morally  correct  for  you  to  take  any 
other  possible  route. 

And,    in  fact,   I  am  very  disheartened  by  the 
message  that  you  have  delivered  tonight.     And  as  a  RAB 
member,   I  feel  that  the  Army  is  defeating  one  of  its 
major  purpose  in  this  cleanup  process,  which  is  to  work 
a  consensus  group  into  a  successful  Feasibility  Study. 

I  have  to  express  my  personal  thought  that  I 
am  very  disappointed. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Well,    I'm  equally 
disappointed  in  some  of  the  events  that  took  place  that 
influenced  the  Army  to  make  the  decision  that  it's  made. 

Nonetheless,   those  events  happened,  and 
decisions  were  made.     And  our  purpose  here  is  to  make 
sure  that  our  cleanup  is  protective  of  human  health  and 
the  environment.     I  hope  that  that's  a  moral  standpoint, 
but  it  may  or  may  not  be. 
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But  one  thing  is  for  sure,   that  it  will  be 
protective  of  human  health  and  the  environment  and  that 
we  will  meet  the  regulatory  requirements  that  direct  us 
to  do  that.     And  that's  what  we're  here  to  do.  And 
that's  what  we're  going  to  accomplish  in  this  process. 

And  while  our  position  may  be  unpopular  and 
while  other  stakeholders  may  not  support  that  idea  or 
are  disappointed,   as  you  are,   in  that  particular 
approach  that  we've  decided  to  take;   I  think  that  the 
evidence  is  clear  that  a  consensus  approach  here,  while 
some  may  believe  that  it  is  successful,    is  not. 

Many  people  often  refer  to  the  Crissy  Field 
RAP  as  a  successful  consensus  process.      I'm  here  to  tell 
you  that,   that  was  not  a  successful  consensus  process. 
That  was  a  concession  by  the  Army  based  on  political 
pressure  and  financial  pressure  from  several  influential 
persons  that  affected  decision  makers  within  the  Army. 
And  those  decisions  came  down;   and  we  were  directed  to 
make  concessions,   which  basically  was  to  go  with  the 
GGNPA  consultant's  at  the  time  alternative  proposal  for 
Crissy  Field.      So  that  was  not  a  consensus  process. 
Although  many  people  in  this  room  believe  that  it  was. 

Other  people  also  refer  to  the  DEH  RAP  as  a 
successful  consensus  process.     And  while  I  would  agree 
that  we  went  through  a  consensus  process  with  the  DEH 
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RAP,    it  was  also  very  slow  and  deliberative.      What  was 
originally  thought  to  be  about  a  9  0-day  process,  ended 
up  taking  about  10  or  11  months  before  the  final 
decision  document  was  made. 

And  the  Army  is  in  the  position  of  really 
wanting  to  get  out  of  the  Presidio,  to  finish  the 
decision  document,  to  complete  the  cleanup  as  quickly  as 
possible  —  not  cutting  corners,  meeting  the  full  and 
strict  regulatory  requirements  that  are  protective  of 
human  health  and  the  environment. 

We  don't  feel  that  we  can  do  that  with  8  to  10 
to  12  to  15  to  20  stakeholders  sitting  around  a  table 
debating  the  demerits  of  a  particular  technical  approach 
or  anything  like  that. 

What  we  want  to  do  is,  we  want  to  engage  DTSC 
with  proposed  responses  to  comments,  proposed  remedies, 
proposed  ARARs,  all  the  various  components  of  a 
Feasibility  Study. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  we  pay  them  money  for 
oversight  of  this  program.     We  pay  them  monies  under  the 
Defense  Site  Memorandum  of  Agreement.      It  says,   you  take 
these  monies;  you  provide  regulatory  oversight  to  our 
program;  you  tell  us  whether  or  not  what  we're  doing  is 
being  protective  of  human  health  and  the  environment. 

No  one  else  in  this  room  has  that  authority 
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but  DTSC.     While  other  stakeholders  have  input,  nobody 
else  has  that  authority.      Nobody  else  here  is  a 
regulator,   as  far  as  the  Army  is  concerned,   but  DTSC. 

So  it  is  incumbent  upon  DTSC  to  engage  the 
Army  and  give  us  a  read  on  whether  or  not  we're  doing 
the  right  thing,   not  when  we're  doing  the  right  thing  of 
having  20  people  sitting  around  the  table  in  a  consensus 
process.     But  are  we  doing  the  right  thing  by  saying 
that  the  remedy  for  Fill  Site  1  is  excavation?     Is  that 
the  right  thing  to  do  based  on  the  risk  presented  by  the 
contamination  in  that  site?     And  they're  supposed  to  be 
able  to  tell  us  the  answer  to  that  question.     And  that's 
what  we  want  to  do  with  DTSC. 

When  we  engage  them  to  do  that  and  to  get  a 
read  from  DTSC,   and  we  know  we're  on  the  right  track 
with  things,   then  we  fully  intend  to  come  back  to  the 
rest  of  the  stakeholders  and  let  them  know.      "This  is 
the  approach  we're  taking.     We've  gotten  a  tentative 
read  from  the  State."     Boom.      "Let's  move  on  and  go 
through  the  various  components  of  the  Feasibility 
process  until  we  finish  a  decision  document."  And 
that's  what  we  want  to  do  here. 

So  I'm  sorry  you're  disappointed,   but  the  Army 
is  equally  disappointed  that  we've  had  to  adopt  this 
approach.     But,   again,   as  I  stated  we  feel  it's  the  best 
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approach  for  us  to  take,  that  it  will  be  an  approach 
that  will  allow  us  to  achieve  a  good  decision  in  the 
quickest  amount  of  time. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      I  can  appreciate  what 
you've  said.     In  the  narrowest  sense,   one  would  have  to 
agree  with  that.     But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  driving 
issue  for  you  is  a  timely  exit  from  the  --  a  timely  exit 
of  the  Army  from  the  Presidio. 

But  what  is  left  behind  may  be  here  for 
hundreds  of  years.     And  it  would  seem  to  me,   that  a 
better  principle  than  hurrying  out  of  here,   would  be  to 
leave  a  heritage  that  the  environmental  cleanup  was  done 
in  a  way  which  was  satisfactory  to  all  the  stakeholders. 

And  I  would  ask  you  to  reconsider  what  is 
driving  you  into  this  particular  mode  and  look  at  the 
long  term  effects  of  what  you're  doing  and  take  a  higher 
moral  ground. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Well,    I'll  certainly 
consider  that  as  I  consider  all  of  the  various  concerns 
presented  by  stakeholders.     However,   the  Army  doesn't 
have  any  intention  of  leaving  anything  negative  here 
whether  it's  residual  contamination  or  anything  else. 

What  we  want  to  make  sure  we  do  when  we  leave 
here  is  to  insure  that  we  have  met  the  regulatory 
standards  that  are  protective  of  human  health  and  the 


**    CREATED   BY   TURBOCAT   COLLEGE   EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**    CREATED   BY   TURBOCAT   COLLEGE   EDITION  ******************** 

83 

environment.     And  the  State  of  California,   which  is  a 
lead  regulatory  authority,    is  the  agency  responsible  for 
telling  the  Army  whether  or  not  we've  met  that  standard. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:      Well,    I  think  we  both 
said  our  pieces  here.     And  I  think  that  the  RAB  --  at 
least  the  community  members  of  the  RAB  —  have  a 
longer-term  perspective  perhaps  than  the  Army  does  of 
the  future.     And  in  a  sense  we  need  to  iron  out  these 
differences.     Because  you  have  the  power  and  the 
authority  to  do  things  which  will  affect  the  next 
hundred  years  or  the  future  of  the  Presidio. 

And  I  think  that  this   is  a  consideration  that 
the  RAB  and  stakeholders  are  all  involved  in.     And  it's 
a  less  of  a  concern  to  you  because,   as  you  said  twice 
tonight,  you  want  to  get  out  of  here. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Just  because  the  Army 
wants  to  get  out  of  the  cleanup  business  at  the  Presidio 
does  not  mean  that  we're  not  going  to  address  the 
concerns  of  the  stakeholders.     We  have  all  the  comments 
from  52   or  53   different  stakeholders   including  Army 
agencies  on  the  Feasibility  Study  from  last  year. 

We  have  supplemental  comments  submitted  by 
both  the  RAB  and  the  Trust  earlier  this  spring.     All  of 
those  are  going  to  be  taken  into  consideration.     As  I 
described  here  in  the  briefing  tonight,  we've  completely 
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QC'd  the  RI  data  base  because  we're  screening  sites 
against  refined  cleanup  goals. 

We  have  a  better  understanding  now  of  the 
reuse  plans  based  on  comments,  where  we're  not  going  to 
make  the  same  mistakes  that  we  made  the  last  time  in 
saying,  this  site  is  this;  when  it's  not,   or  whatever. 
Those  things  have  been  more  clearly  spelled  out.  We're 
recalculating  soil  volumes  for  landfills  using  the  same 
approach  that  the  Presidio  Trust  consultants  use,  using 
more  accurate  data  because  we're  able  to  capture  more 
accurate  data  to  do  that  and  expend  a  little  more  energy 
in  doing  that  process. 

So  we're  actually  borrowing  a  lot  of 
strategies  and  approaches  based  on  stakeholder  comments 
as  we're  going  through  revising  this  process.     So  I 
don't  feel  any  threat  that  what  we're  going  to  do  is 
going  to  somehow  leave  behind  the  concerns  of  the 
community  that  may  be  here  that  the  Army  will  clean  up 
and  leave,   and  then  that's  it. 

No,   that's  not  going  to  be  the  case  at  all.  I 
think  that,    in  fact,   the  Army  is  going  to  have  a  say 
here  for  a  long  time.     Whatever  we  do  with  the  remedies 
here  at  the  Presidio,   there's  going  to  be  a  long-time 
management  of  our  cleanup  actions  from  the  Sacramento 
District  just  because  of  the  nature  of  the  size  of  the 
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program . 

So  the  Army's  going  to  be  involved  with  this 
for  a  long  time  to  come.     But  the  immediate  concern  is 
clear.     We  want  to  finish  the  cleanup  in  a  correct  and 
rightful  manner  to  allow  the  reuse  plans  by  the  Presidio 
Trust  and  the  Park  Service  to  be  executed.     They  have  an 
urgent  time  line  as  well.     So  it  all  fits  together. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Just  for  what  it's 
worth,   I'd  like  to  interject  just  a  follow-up  on  your 
comment.      I've  worked  on  a  lot  of  different  projects. 
This   isn't  my  only  project.      I've  worked  on  many,  many 
DOD  sites.     I've  worked  on  EPA  Region  8  and  9,  Superfund 
Sites  that  were  not  DOD  projects. 

I  can  assure  you  that  even  with  the  cleanup 
levels  the  Army  would  be  proposing;  they  are  some  of  the 
lowest  I  have  ever  seen  at  sites  that  also  have  similar 
exposure  scenarios,   such  as  Fort  Ord,  which  a  lot  of  the 
beaches  are  to  be  turned  into  state  parks  --  other  areas 
that  are  sensitive  areas.      I  have,   quite  honestly,  yet 
to  see  cleanup  levels,   that  even  we're  proposing,  this 
low. 

So  if  you  feel  that  you're  being  shortchanged 
here;  I  can  assure  you  from  my  experience,  which  is 
relatively  broad,  you  aren't.     I  mean,  these  are  very, 
very  low  cleanup  areas.     So  nobody  is  being  short 
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changed  here. 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN :     I  don't  think  that's  the 
issue  here.     The  issue  is  more  of  the  question  of  the 
process  and  the  consensus  and  the  movement  —  the 
comfortable  movement  of  all  the  stakeholders.     I  think 
the  concern  is  that  somehow  the  process  will  be  --  will 
revert  to  the  Army  taking  its  actions,  which  may  be  very 
good  but  without  moving  in  a  consensus  manner. 

And  so  I  don't  think  it's  really  the  technical 
issues,    in  many  cases,   or  the  specific  factors.  But 
it's  the  process  itself  of  which  is  equally  important  to 
the  community,   knowing  that  all  the  issues  have  been 
considered. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Well,    like  David  said, 
that's  a  part  of  the  process  after  we  can  figure  out 
what  the  State  is  requiring        the  minimum,  we  can  go  to 
the  stakeholders. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  Julie. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER :      I  have  another  question 
that's  on  a  different  area  that's  regarding  the 
consultants  working  on  the  responses.     Some  of  us  in  the 
public  sometimes  have  gotten  the  feeling  in  earlier 
stages  of  the  RI/FS  process  that  our  comments  are  not 
really  studied,  but  are  rather  passed  on  to  consultants 
to  sort  of  take  care  of.     But  the  consultants  do  —  but 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT   COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 

87 

what  does  the  Army  really  think  about? 

You've  mentioned  tonight  about  how  the  process 
of  responding  to  the  comments  was  halted  because  you 
changed  consultants,  which  seems  to  show  that  the 
consultants  play  a  pretty  big  role  in  this.     And  aside 
from  what  we've  just  discussing  --  I  guess  —  I,  too,  am 
disappointed.     But  even  under  your  current  plan  that  you 
announced,  what  does  that  mean  that  consultants  are 
really  doing  this  very  minute?     Do  the  consultants  have 
the  authority  to  really  study  our  comments  and  to  come 
up  with  different  remedial  alternatives  on  the  basis  of 
our  comments?     Are  you  giving  them  that  authority? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Well,    let  me  answer  your 
question  by  saying  this.     First  of  all,   let  me  make  it 
clear  that  the  process,  the  Feasibility  Study  process, 
was  not  halted  because  the  Army  switched  contractors. 
The  Feasibility  Study  process  was  halted  because  the 
Presidio  Trust  came  to  the  Army  and  suggested  that  we 
postpone  any  further  action  pending  receipt  of  their 
alternative  remedies  for  the  Main  Installation 
Feasibility  Study,   which  we  did  not  receive  until  about 
five  and  a  half  months  after  they  made  that  proposal. 
Okay.     Do  you  understand  that  part? 

BOARDMEMBER  CHE EVER:      I  do. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     It  wasn't  the  Army 
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switching  consultants.     That  was  the  reason  why  the 
process  had  that  separation.     Okay.     And  I  wrote  a 
memorandum  reflecting  that  agreement.  Okay. 

As  far  as  our  consultants  responding  to 
comments,   the  first  thing  is  that  I  read  all  the 
comments.     The  Corps  of  Engineers,  who  I've  hired  as  my 
technical  expert,   read  all  the  comments.     And  the  Corps, 
in  turn,   hires  consultants  to  help  them  respond  to 
comments . 

But,    in  particular,   the  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
taxed  with  leading  the  response-to-comment  effort.  They 
guide  the  consultants.     They  give  the  consultants 
direction.     When  the  consultants  have  a  question  about 
something,   they  come  back  to  the  Corps. 

Roger  Henderson  is  a  technical  team  lead  from 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,   and  he  leads  the  consultants' 
effort  in  responding  to  comments.     The  consultants  do 
not  respond  to  these  comments  in  a  vacuum.     They  do  not 
ignore  comments.     They  read  everything.     The  Corps  reads 
everything.     And  everything  is  excruciatingly 
scrutinized  down  to  the  finest  detail.  And 
determinations  are  made  of  what  is  the  best  response. 

And  one  of  the  —  I  think  one  of  the  most  — 
one  of  the  best  examples  of  describing  that  is  for  you 
to  understand  the  process  we  went  through  in  responding 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 

88 

switching  consultants.     That  was  the  reason  why  the 
process  had  that  separation.      Okay.      And  I  wrote  a 
memorandum  reflecting  that  agreement.  Okay. 

As  far  as  our  consultants  responding  to 
comments,   the  first  thing  is  that  I  read  all  the 
comments.     The  Corps  of  Engineers,  who  I've  hired  as  my 
technical  expert,   read  all  the  comments.     And  the  Corps, 
in  turn,  hires  consultants  to  help  them  respond  to 
comments . 

But,   in  particular,   the  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
taxed  with  leading  the  response-to-comment  effort.  They 
guide  the  consultants.     They  give  the  consultants 
direction.     When  the  consultants  have  a  question  about 
something,   they  come  back  to  the  Corps. 

Roger  Henderson  is  a  technical  team  lead  from 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,   and  he  leads  the  consultants7 
effort  in  responding  to  comments.     The  consultants  do 
not  respond  to  these  comments  in  a  vacuum.     They  do  not 
ignore  comments.     They  read  everything.     The  Corps  reads 
everything.     And  everything  is  excruciatingly 
scrutinized  down  to  the  finest  detail.  And 
determinations  are  made  of  what  is  the  best  response. 

And  one  of  the  —  I  think  one  of  the  most  — 
one  of  the  best  examples  of  describing  that  is  for  you 
to  understand  the  process  we  went  through  in  responding 
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to  comments  on  the  Crissy  Field  RAP.      Because  I  can  tell 
you  that  this  man  right  here  lived  here  at  the  Presidio 
down  at  Building  201  for  probably  about  10  days  straight 
when  we  were  trying  to  get  that  document  finalized,  to 
get  it  so  I  could  send  it  up  to  Mr.   Fatz  at  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  signature.     And  he 
literally  spent  24  hours  a  day  for  about  10  days  in  a 
row  working  with  the  IT  folks  who  were  preparing 
comments . 

And  he  was  going  back  saying,    "No.  That 
comment's  not  right.      We  need  to  crack  it  this  way.  We 
need  to  massage  it  this  way." 

And  he  personally  led  that  entire  effort  to 
make  sure  that  these  responses  to  comments  on  the  Crissy 
Field  RAP  were  adequate,  were  thorough,  were  technically 
accurate,   and  they  appropriately  responded  to  the 
comments . 

And  that's  what  he's  going  to  do  with  the  Main 
Installation  FS  comments.     It's  going  to  be  the  same 
type  of  full-fledged  personal   involvement  and  effort 
from  the  Corps  of  Engineers.     And  that's  what  he  gets 
paid  to  do.     So  it's  not  the  consultants  working  in  a 
vacuum. 

And  every  comment,   even  the  little  one-pager 
--  of  the  52  or  so  comments  we  got  originally  on  the  FS, 
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about  3  2   of  those  were  single-paged  comments.     And  most 
of  those  were  editorial   in  nature.     They  weren't  even 
specific.     You  know,   somebody  would  say,    "Oh,   well.  We 
agree  with,   you  know,   Bill  Lee  from  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.     And  the  the  Army  should  be  more  thorough  in 
its  cleanup  evaluation  studies  ..."  or  something  like 
that,  you  know  —  hardly  anything  specific. 

On  the  other  hand,   there  were  other  commenters 
that  were  very  specific  and  very  technical  in  their 
comments.      But  in  any  case,   whether  it's  an 
editorial-type  of  comment  or  whether  it's  a 
technically-specific  one  —  cites  page,   sentence  and 
paragraph  out  of  the  FS  --  I  mean,   whatever.  We're 
going  to  answer  them  with  just  as  much  attention  and 
care  as  we  do  all  others.     And  that's  the  way  we  do 
business . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     David,   you  mention  in  your 
presentation  that  you're  going  to  have  three  residential 
scenarios  now  for  cleanup.     What's  the  net  effect  on  the 
total  amount  cleaned  up  by  your  now  implementing  three 
different  residential  scenarios? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Well,   generally  speaking 
there's  not  going  to  be  any  significant  change.  The 
three  scenarios  that  you  saw  were  permanent,  adjacent, 
and  temporary. 
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Those  were  based  on  descriptions  of  the  reuse 
in  the  given  area;    for  example,    a  specific  area  might 
say  --  this  is  going  to  be  an  institutional-type  of 
facility  where  people  would  come  in  for  a  week  or 
two-week  stay,   go  through  some  type  of  training  course, 
and  then  leave.     That  type  of  thing. 

But  also  the  scenarios  where  we  have  study 
sites  that  would  potentially  impact  those  areas  are  only 
like  maybe  one  or  two.     Almost  all  of  the  scenarios  we 
have  a  study  site  impacting  a  residential  area  would  be 
in  the  permanent  category. 

There's  only  like  —  I  think  there  was  one 
adjacent  and  maybe  one  or  two  temporaries.     And  I  think 
all  the  other  ones  were  permanent.     And  as  you  know,  the 
permanent  residential  is  what  you're  normally  familiar 
with  in  terms  of  residential  scenario. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     The  adjacent  or  temporary, 
in  terms  of  the  risk-assessment  calculations  — 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :     Yes,   we  changed. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      What's  the  net  effect? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      We  changed  —   if  you 
look  at  the  12  to  15  parameters  that  you  had  for  risk 
assessment.     You  know,   like  number  of  days  you  were 
there  for  a  year.     You  know,  whether  it's  winter  or 
summer.     Those  types  of  parameters.     For  the  adjacent  or 
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temporary  instead  of  being  like  3  50  days  a  year,  which 
it  is  for  permanent  residential,    it  was  changed  to  — 
and  Roger  can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong  or  anybody  from 
Montgomery  Watson  --  I  think  it  was  2  00  or  something  for 
temporary,  which  is  even  more  than  what  the  people  were 
actually  going  to  stay  there  probably  depending  on  what 
date  the  Trust  and  Park  Service  ultimately  got  done. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      So  the  net  effect  though  is 
less  cleanup? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Yes.      A  little  bit 
higher  cleanup  standard.     Higher,   than  permanent  but 
still  very  conservative. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     And  which  one  of  the 
stakeholders  requested  those  different  scenarios?  Was 
that  one  of  the  stakeholder  comments  or  was  that  an  Army 
innovation? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     No.     This  was  —  it 
wasn't  a  specific  comment.     The  comment  was  --  though 
that  was  related  to  that  issue  —  was,   as  it  was 
characterized  to  us,    our  misinterpretation  of  the  reuse 
of  various  parts  of  the  Presidio. 

So  what  we  did  was,   you  know,  we  asked  for 
further  clarification.     Of  course,   that  was  provided 
primarily  in  the  supplemental  comments  made  by  the 
Trust.     And  in  that  document  it  clearly  describes 
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scenarios  that  are  going  to  be  used  at  the  Presidio. 
And  clearly  there  was  a  distinction  between  somebody 
living  at  the  Presidio  and  somebody  coming  here  for  a 
training  course  or  some  other  type  of  institutional 
program  being  sponsored  by  the  Park  Service. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  So  did  you  confer  or  work 
with  the  Trust  in  terms  of  revising  that  scenario? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :  No,  not  yet  because  we 
have  yet  to  meet  with  —  we  haven't  even  had  a  meeting 
with  the  State. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Well,    I  — 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Everything  goes  to  them 
first.     So,   no.     We  have  not  met. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  I  just  noticed  it  in  your 
--  that's  what  you're  proposing. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Right. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     Okay.  Thanks. 

Joan. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     When  you  were  earlier 
discussing,    or  making  mention,   of  the  Crissy  Field  plan, 
you  said  several  powerful  persons  had  influenced 
decision  makers  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  who  then 
ordered  you  to  make  what  you  termed  "concessions."  Who 
were  these  powerful  persons? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:      Well,    the  Army 
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essentially  got  letters  from  Senators  -  letters  signed 
by  Senators  Boxer,   Feinstein;   and  Congressman  Pelosi. 
And  I  don't  know  what  generated  that  letter,  but 
certainly  it  must  have  been  from  constituents  that  are 
concerned  about  the  Presidio  that  wrote  that  and  brought 
the  issue  to  their  attention. 

But  essentially  that  was  it.     And  then  there 
were  some  other  things  that  I'm  not  completely  sure 
about.     So  I  don't  want  to  mention  those.     But  I  am 
aware  that  there  were  some  phone  calls  and  things  like 
this  made  to  —  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to 
the  Department  of  the  Army.     I  don't  know  who  at  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  made  the  phone  calls. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:     And  who  was  it  that  is 
in  the  Department  of  the  Army  that  makes  that  decision? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Well,    Mr.  Fatz. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      Mr.  Fatz? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Yes.     He's  the  general 
that's  assigned  to  the  Crissy  Field  RAP.     He's  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

FACILITATOR  KERN :  Bruce. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY :      I  have  a  question  on 
your  technical  procedure  to  remediate.     You're  talking 
about  changing  some  of  your  methodologies.     And  you're 
maybe  2  0  percent  through,   or  you're  not  that  far  along 
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on  it.     And  I  recall  the  problem  we  had  with 
phyto-remediation  of  that.     And  I'm  concerned,    and  you 
should  too  be  concerned,    about  types  of  technologies 
that  sound  good  and  have  sort  of  that  --  a  good  first 
blast,   and  then  when  you  really  look  at  them  they  might 
not  do  it.     And  so  how  are  you  going  to  screen  for  that? 
So  you  will  kind  of  protect  against  --  you'll  get  on  the 
leading  edge,   but  you're  not  going  to  fall  over  the 
front . 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      Well,    that's  a  good 
guestion.      And  Roger  is  my  technical   expert  here.  And 
I'll  let  him  chime  in.     But  my  first  reaction  is,   one  of 
the  reasons  that  phyto-remediation  was  popular  with  us 
at  first  glance  was  because  it  was  extremely  inexpensive 
and  it  presented  a  way  to  remediate  lead-contaminated 
soil  very,  very  cheaply  —  over  a  large  area  very 
cheaply. 

Certainly  we've  learned  our  lesson  from  that 
experience.      Phyto-remediation  was  a  feasible 
technology;   but  it  was  infeasible  because,   based  on  the 
soil  conditions  here  and  chemical  characteristics  of  the 
soil,   it  would  take  longer  to  remediate  lead  from  soil 
than  was  necessary  or  than  would  facilitate  GGNPA's 
redevelopment  at  Crissy  Field. 

We're  very  aware  that  both  the  Park  Service 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


**   CREATED  BY  TURBOCAT  COLLEGE  EDITION  ******************** 


96 

and  Trust  are  eager  to  reuse  this  property.     And  so 
we're  not  going  to  be  looking  at  technologies  that  are 
not  going  to  allow  us  to  quickly  remediate  a  site  to 
meet  appropriate  regulatory  standards  to  be  protective 
of  human  health  and  the  environment  and  get  out. 

We're  not  going  to  have  something  like  five 
remediations  that  are  going  to  take  months  or  years  to 
develop  in  order  to  reach  cleanup  goals.     We  need  to 
find  technologies  that  work  quickly,   efficiently  with  a 
reasonable  cost  and  that  meet  regulatory  standards  in 
terms  of  their  protectiveness . 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Other  questions  for  Dave  on 
the  FS  RAP  progress. 

BOARDMEMBER  McKLEROY:     I  just  have  one  more 
question  that  wasn't  related  to  that  one.     But  it  seem 
that  you're  using  this  percentage-complete  status.  I 
kind  of  envision  this  report,   you  know.     It's  gaining 
kind  of  a  body.     And  I'm  wondering  —  and  I  think  the 
problem  that  the  community  had  in  the  last  FS  was  that 
we  got  the  read-aheads  several  times.      So  we  got 
read-aheads,   but  the  main  number  sort  of  showed  up  at 
the  very  last  moment.     And  those  were  the  ones  that  were 
so  contentious. 

And  I'm  wondering  whether  those  are  going  to 
be  presented  in  the  same  way,  or  whether  we're  going  to 
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hear  about  some  of  those  numbers  earlier.     How  do  you 
plan  to  approach  that?     Because  it  does  come  down  to  a 
numbers  game  in  a  lot  of  this. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKTNS :      Absolutely.      It  comes 
down  to  a  numbers  game.     One  of  the  things  that  we  would 
like  to  do  —  if  at  all  possible,   as  I  stated  earlier  -- 
is  to  engage  the  State. 

I  mean  once  we  can  get  a  tentative  read-in 
from  the  State,   we're  on  the  right  track.     We're  taking 
the  right  approach  here.     The  strategy  we're  taking  is 
appropriate.     Then  when  we  have  these  monthly  updates, 
we  can  talk  about  some  of  the  numbers  that  we  need  to 
identify  and  a  date.     But  at  this  point,  we  don't  want 
to  throw  it  out  on  the  table  and  start  a  big  firestorm 
of  controversy  when  we  don't  even  have  a  read-in  from 
the  state  of  whether  or  not  we're  on  the  right  track. 

So  that's  going  to  be  the  whole  trigger  to  the 
whole  process,   and  the  further  dissemination  of 
information  regarding  our  progress  as  this  document 
develops . 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      May  I   ask  a  guestion? 
If  you  get  to  December  and  you're  ready  to  reach  the  FS , 
and  the  State  hasn't  yet  met  alone  with  you;  what  will 
you  do? 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS :      I  don't  foresee  that 
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happening.      I  foresee  that  certain  events  will  take 
place  certainly  within  the  next  few  weeks  where  we  will 
have  the  necessary  meetings  with  the  State  in  order  to 
get  the  read-in  on  our  progress  with  the  report  so  far, 
so  that  we  can  take  more  —  or  just  take  more  steps  to 
disseminate  some  of  the  information,  more  detailed 
information,   about  how  we're  progressing  with  the 
development  of  the  report.     So  I  don't  foresee  that 
we'll  get  to  December.     The  report  will  almost  be 
completely  packaged  and  stapled.     I  don't  see  that 
happening  at  all. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Other  comments? 

Joan. 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      Yeah.      I  would  just 
like  to  make  a  comment  for  the  record  and  say  that  the 
group  that  I'm  associated  with,  which  is  the  closest 
neighbor  here  to  the  Presidio  on  its  eastern  bank, 
agrees  with  what  David  has  outlined  in  his  course  of 
action  with  DTSC.     We  do  not  have  a  problem  with  that. 

And  I  don't  want  the  record  to  show  that 
somehow  there  is  a  total  agreement  on  this  RAB  of  lack 
of  —  or  that  there  is  unanimity  for  what  my  colleague 
at  the  end  said. 

We  are  taking  a  long-term  approach.     And  we  do 
care  about  the  Presidio  intensely.     And  we  do  have 
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confidence  in  what  the  Army  has  been  doing  and  what 
they're  proposing.     And  we  have  had  a  long  history  with 
the  Park  Service,   and  we're  now  going  to  be  neighbors  of 
the  Trust. 

And  frankly,   as  far  as  the  long-term  scenario 
is  concerned,  we're  more  concerned  about  the  Trust 
signing  a  99-year  lease  with  the  developer  at  the 
Presidio  that  we're  going  to  have  to  live  with  for  the 
rest  of  our  lifetime  —  someone  who  might  be 
inappropriate  and  is  going  to  impact  us  a  lot  more  than 
what  you're  talking  about  in  these  cleanup  scenarios. 

Because  --  we  have  a  great  number  of  people 
who  worked  at  the  Presidio,    live  it  the  Marina  now.  We 
have  a  great  many  retired  military  who  were  here.  And 
we  have  had  a  long  relationship  with  what  went  on  in  the 
Presidio  over  decades. 

And  people  in  our  group  are  not  worried.  They 
are  not  worried.  So  I  just  wanted  to  state  that  for  the 
record. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thanks,  Joan. 
I'm  not  sure  if  you  were  pointing  directly  at 
me  when  you  said  — 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:  No. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:     —  when  you  were  speaking 
about  the  scenarios. 
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BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:      But  I  was  responding  to 
the  comments  that  had  been  made  earlier  as  to  the 
uncomf ortableness  with  the  Army  trying  to  ascertain  from 
DTSC,  who  is  the  decision  maker,   of  whether  they  are 
proceeding  correctly  in  order  to  get  on  with  it. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Thank  you. 

Any  other  comments? 

Great.  Why  don't  we  move  onto  Item  6B.  And 
these  are  the  various  status  reports  on  the  individual 
sites . 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Normally  Bruce  Handel 
would  be  reading  them,   but  he  kind  of  fell   ill  today. 
So  he  asked  me  if  I  would  go  through  the  status  reports. 

Beginning  with  the  Crissy  Field  remedial 
action,   we  have  finished  excavation,  made  our  cleanup 
goals  at  the  East  of  Mason  Site,   and  at  the  Building  979 
site.     We're  very,  very  close  at  Fill  Site  7.  We 
have  a  very  small  quantity  of  soil  to  take  out,  and 
we'll  have  been  finished  with  that. 

At  the  Building  950/937,    923   to  937  Area, 
640/643   Rifle  Institute,    and  the  Building  924  Range,  we 
still  have  extra  soil  to  excavate  out. 

So  at  least  in  three  of  those  areas,  we're 
almost  finished.     And  the  rest  are  in  some-various 
stages.     Probably  the  Building  950  Site  represents  one 
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of  the  larger  sites  that  we're  still  actively  cleaning 
up  there,   mostly  chasing  the  sink  in  surface  soils. 

The  next  thing  would  be  the  Directive 
Engineering  Housing  Remedial  Action. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Can  you  just  mention,  sort 
of,  the  date  when  all  the,   sort  of,   Crissy  Field  actions 
might  be  projected  to  be  complete. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Based  on  our  current 
estimate,   like  I  mentioned,   East  of  Mason,   979,   and  Fill 
Site  7  are  finished.     Actually  Fill  Site  7,   we  expect  to 
be  done  by  the  22nd  of  September. 

Again,  this  is  for  Fill  Site  7.  The  Building 
9  50  Area,  the  best  estimate  now  is  around  the  beginning 
of  October.     Building  937,   about  two  weeks  into  October. 

Building  923  to  937,   approximately  the  end  of 
September.     Building  640/643,  also  approximately  the  end 
of  September.     The  Rifle  Institute  looks  like  around  the 
1st  of  October.     And  Building  924  approximately  the 
middle  of  October. 

Again,   this  is  barring  any  new  —  this  is 
based  upon  what  we  know  right  now.     So  if  it  expands, 
we'll  just  keep  going  at  these  sites. 

The  DEH  area  —  actually  I'm  pleased  to 
announce  that  we  have  met  our  goals  there.     We  just 
finished  as  of  October  —  excuse  me,   not  October.  The 
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25th  of  August  we  took  out  part  of  the  sea  wall  and 
removed  the  last  remaining  bits  of  soil  that  were  in  the 
sea  wall.     So  we've  restored  that.     That  was  to  finish 
up  the  chlordane.     We  will  be  getting  an  interim  data 
summary  report  —  actually  we've  given  that  already  -- 
to  the  DTSC  on  the  30th  of  July. 

At  the  DEH  site,   I  believe,  the  total 
excavation  was  approximately  4,02  0  tons  of  material. 
And  we  expect  a  soil  closure  report  around  November  of 
1998 . 

The  Nike  facility  —  I  gave  you  a  briefing  on 
that.     Again  just  to  recap,   we're  going  to  addressing 
and/or  incorporating  some  of  the  public  and  agency 
comments.     The  work  plan  will  be  out  at  the  end  of 
September,   and  then  we  hope  to  begin  the  cleanup  of  the 
silos  the  beginning  of  October  —  the  beginning  to  the 
middle  of  October. 

I'm  going  to  defer  the  Building  207/231  CAP  to 
John  Porcella  right  now.     He  can  give  us  a  brief  update 
on  what  the  status  of  the  207/231  Corrective  Action  Plan 
is . 

JOHN  PORCELLA:     Okay.      Currently  we  are 
preparing  the  draft  Corrective  Action  Plan.     We  are 
trying  to  develop  and  work  through  some  of  the 
communication  issues  with  the  Corps  right  now.     And  the 
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thing  that  we're  waiting  for  is  the  comments  expected 
from  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control   Board  on  the 
technical  fresh  water  immunoassay  testing,   and  once  we 
get  those  we  should  be  able  to  wrap  up  the  CAP  and 
submit  it  for  review.     We're  hoping  to  do  that  in 
October.     But,   again,   it's  depending  on  when  we  receive 
those  comments  from  the  Regional  Board.     We  have 
received  comments  from  the  National  Park  Service  and  the 
Presidio  Trust.     And  we  are  preparing  responses  to  those 
comments  on  the  fresh  water  immunoassay  testing. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Thank  you,  John. 

Turning  now  to  Building  680,   Excavation  Status 
Report.     All  soils  around  that  area  have  been  excavated. 
We're  now  in  the  process  of  beginning  to  demolish  the 
Building  680  shed.     There's  a  brick  building  which  was 
the  electrical  house  and  where  they  did  maintenance. 
And  then  there  was  a  little  --  oh,   it  must  be  about  a 
10-by-2 0-foot  --  shed  that  we're  going  to  tear  down.  We 
expect  to  be  tearing  the  shed  down  in  September 
sometime . 

Do  we  have  a  firmer  date  on  that,  Rich? 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:     As  early  as  next  week. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Okay.      And  then 
underneath  the  shed,  we'll  excavate  any  contaminated 
soils.     And  that  will  happen  after  we've  taken  the  shed 
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down.     And  then  we'll  do  samples  to  show  clearance  to 
the  existing  cleanup  levels  for  that  site,   dispose  the 
shed  debris  and  the  soil  off-site.     And  then  we  have 
plans  to  restore  the  site  in  October.     And  we'll  have  a 
draft  closure  report  out  sometime  probably  at  the  end  of 
October  as  well.     That  was  one  of  the  EECA  sites,   and  so 
that  EECA  site  would  also  be  rolled  into  the  final  FS 
draft  wrap  for  the  Presidio. 

The  next  one  is  the  Golf  Course  Site.     We  have 
finished  back  filling  the  areas.     Actually  we  did  that 
--  that  we  excavated  in  the  April.      We  finished  those  on 
the  2  5th.     We're  going  to  do  further  excavation  at  the 
site  once  the  Trust  removes  some  structures  and  some 
pavement  up  at  the  Golf  Course  Area.     And  that's  — 
today  at  the  RPM  meeting,  we  mentioned  it  was  around  the 
December  time  frame,  they'll  be  tearing  the  structures 
down. 

BOARDMEMBER  REACKHOF:      I  don't  think  I  had  a 
date.      Somebody  else  mentioned  a  date. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Okay.    Somebody  else 
mentioned  a  date  of  December. 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:      I  think  Bruce 
mentioned  it. 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Okay.      And  at  that 
point  once  those  buildings  are  torn  down,  then  we'll 
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come  back  and  keep  excavating  in  there  because  a  lot  of 
stuff  went  under  the  building.      It's  mostly  gasoline. 

And  then  the  Commissary  Area,   SI  work  plan. 
Angela  gave  you  a  good  update  of  what  we're  doing  on 
that.     All  the  comments  have  been  received  on  the  work 
plan.     The  work  plan  is  going  to  be  finalized  in 
mid-September.     And  we  hope  to  start  drilling  operations 
along  the  shoulder  of  Old  Mason  Street  probably  in 
late-October.     So  we'll  get  moving  on  that. 

I  think  that's  it. 

Did  I  skip  any? 

FACILITATOR  KERN:  No. 

Questions  for  Roger? 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:      Any  questions? 
FACILITATOR  KERN:     Thank  you. 

The  Remedial  Project  Manager  Meeting.     I  think 
I  could  characterize,   since  Mark  wasn't  able  to  attend. 
But  it  was  much  along  the  lines  of  our  RAB  discussion 
here  tonight  on  item  6A.     It  was  primarily  what  we 
covered.      So  we've  addressed  that  somewhat.      I'm  sure 
they'll  be  more  to  come. 

Item  Number  7  is  Review  of  Any  Action  Items 
and  any  October  Agenda  Items.     If  anyone  has  anything  at 
the  moment  that  comes  to  mind,  we  can  get  it  moving  into 
the  agenda  process. 
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We'll  get  --  as  usual,    get  items  to  Mark;  and 
we'll  be  able  to  talk  about  it  more  at  the  committee 
meeting. 

Are  there  any  announcements  or  any  other  items 
for  this  evening? 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Lucy,  did  Tracy  talk  to 
you  about  a  RAB  tour  or  anything  like  that?  Okay. 
Never  mind. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:      Seeing  no  other 
announcements  or  comments,   I'd  like  to  thank  everyone 
for  their  participation  tonight  —  the  Army,   the  Park 
Service,   the  regulators,   and  the  public. 

Meeting  adjourned. 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:     Good  evening, 

2  everyone.    This  is  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting 

3  of  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    I'd  like  to 

4  welcome  everyone  here  tonight,  the  Army  and  their 

5  contractors,  the  regulators,  the  Presidio  Trust, 

6  the  Park  Service,  and  particularly,  the  community 

7  members  of  the  board,  and  members  of  the  public 

8  here  tonight  for  this  meeting. 

9  Does  everyone  have  an  agenda  tonight?  Are 

10  there  any  changes  or  additions  to  tonight's 

11  agenda?    Okay,  seeing  none,  we'll  move  ahead.  Any 

12  announcements? 

13  MS.  REACKHOF:    I've  set  some  fact 

14  sheets  in  the  back  regarding  the  activities  that 

15  are  on  going  at  Mountain  Lake  as  part  of  the 

16  natural  restoration  of  Mountain  Lake.    The  Golden 

17  Gate  National  Park  Association,  the  Park  Service, 

18  and  the  Trust,  have  gotten  together  and  are  working 

19  together  as  a  team  to  help  with  the  restoration 

20  project.    As  you  know,  the  Parks  Association  has 

21  received  some  funds,  mitigation  funds,  from  the 

22  airport  extension,  and  as  a  result  they  have  been 

23  able  to  start  with  their  planning  process.  The 

24  Trust  has  provided  them  with  some  additional  money, 

25  which  has  enabled  them  to  go  out  and  do  some 


1  additional  sediment  sampling  activities,  which  will 

2  be  going  on  tomorrow.    And  if  anybody  wants  to  go 

3  by  there,  there's  an  interpretive  ranger,  and  he 

4  will  be  able  to  show  you  what's  going  on. 

5  It  is  a  small  geoprobe  on  a  float.  They're 

6  going  to  take  five  composite  samples,  and  that  will 

7  help  them  determine  how  they  can  dispose  of  the 

8  sediment,  as  well  as  give  them  some  idea  for 

9  determining  when  they  remove  the  sediment  what  kind 

10  of  structure  they  have  to  deal  with.    It's  all  very 

11  exciting;  it's  a  great  team  effort.    If  anybody 

12  would  like  to  stop  out  there,  please,  feeL  free. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN :    I  have 

14  received  a  document  this  last  month,  and  this  one 

15  is  the  final  report  of  groundwater . investigation  at 

16  the  former  Coast  Guard  site  on  the  Presidio.  If 

17  anybody  would  like  to  look  at  this  report,  I  have 

18  it  here.    Thank  you. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Okay,  other 

20  announcements?    All  right,  seeing  none,  any  Old 

21  Business?    Committee  reports? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  RAB 

23  Committee  met  on  September  22nd,  1998,  and  we  moved 

24  our  meeting  place  to  the  Presidio  Alliance, 

25  Building  563,  so  our  tenants  can  meet  here 
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1  regularly  from  now  on.    We  had  a  short  discussion. 

2  We  discussed  the  SF/RAP;  we  discussed  the  possible 

3  TAPP  projects;  we  discussed  technical  outreach 

4  services  which  was  related  to  the  TAPP  projects, 

5  and  miscellaneous  items.    Our  next  committee 

6  meeting  will  be  on  October  27th,  at  the  Presidio 

7  Alliance  Building.    Thank  you. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    We're  on  now  to 

9  Item  5,  Presentations  and  Discussions.    The  first 

10  item  is  Crissy  Field,  Native  American  Studies,  and 

11  Rosemary  Cambra.    I  don't  see  her  in  the  audience, 

12  yet,  tonight.    David  tells  me,  perhaps,  we  could 

13  delay  that  somewhat,  until  Rosemary  attends  later 

14  this  evening.    Any  objections  to  that?  Okay. 

15  Why  don't  we  move  ahead  with  Item  5.B.,  the 

16  update  on  seep  samplings  at  the  landfills,  with 

17  Greg  Little. 

18  MR.  LITTLE:    I  gave  a  summary  of  some 

19  seep  sampling  activity  last  winter  at  the  May  RAB 

20  meeting,  and  we  got  a  request  to  give  an  update. 

21  So  tonight  I'm  going  to  give  you  a  little  summary 

22  of  the  outstanding  issues,  and  be  available  for  any 

23  questions,  if  there  are  any. 

24  As  you  recall,  some  time  ago,  a  little 

25  background  of  the  issues  came  up  because  they 
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1  hydrocarbons  from  some  of  the  samples.    As  you 

2  recall  at  the  last  presentation,  I  provided 

3  chromatograms,  and  it  was  our  interpretation  that 

4  hydrocarbons  that  were  detected  were  naturally 

5  occurring,  and  we  have  kind  of  shared  our  rationale 

6  for  that.    We  did  some  additional  sampling  in  June 

7  to  address  that  specific  issue. 

8  At  the  El  Polin  Spring  area  we  sampled 

9  EPSP01,  LF01SP01,  and  LF02P01,  and  the  fourth 

10  location  is  the  one  Mark  suggested;  it's  a  little 

11  bit  further  upstream. 

12  Let  me  touch  on  the  April  sampling  results. 

13  In  May,  I  kind  of  gave  you  some  summary  drafts  of 

14  the  landfill  data  relative  to  some  of  the 

15  groundwater  monitoring  data  for  the  site,  as  well. 

16  Our  conclusion  was,  basically,  that  this  new  data 

17  is  within  the  range  of  the  data  that  we  had  from 

18  the  groundwater,  so  it's  not  going  to  change  our 

19  conclusion  from  the  risk  assessment. 

20  What  I  really  want  to  do  is  summarize  that 

21  third  sampling  event,  relative  to  the  previous 

22  sampling  event,  and  that's  the  April  sampling,  you 

23  didn't  see  that.    Basically,  it's  within  the  range, 

24  or  very  similar  to  the  previous  result  that  I 

25  presented  in  May.    There  is  really  nothing  new 
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1  hadn't  been  sampled.    And  there  was  limited  data  in 

2  the  RI,  and  there  was  concern  about  possible 

3  contaminants  in  the  landfills.    The  Army  added  some 

4  sampling  activity  as  part  of  the  groundwater 

5  monitoring  program,  and  I  gave  you  a  little  bit  of 

6  a  rundown  on  those  in  May. 

7  We  sampled  two  areas.    The  first  was  the  El 

8  Polin  Spring  area,  which  is  Fill  Site  1  and 

9  Landfill  2,  and  this  is  a  slide  from  my  May 

10  presentation.    At  that  time,  we  sampled  three 

11  locations  and  we  had  three  sampling  events,  and  we 

12  only  had  the  data  back  from  the  first  two;  that  was 

13  January  and  March  1998  events,  and  we  didn't  have 

14  the  April  data  at  that  time.    Those  have  since  been 

15  published  in  quarterly  groundwater  monitoring 

16  reports,  and  I'll  share  a  little  bit  of  those  with 

17  you  today. 

18  Some  other  outstanding  issues  at  the  El  Polin 

19  Spring  area.    Like  I  mentioned,  we  had  some  new 

20  April  data  that  you  haven't  seen  yet. 

21  At  the  meeting,  Mark  Youngkin  suggested, 

22  perhaps,  a  more  appropriate  location  for  sampling, 

23  so  we  went  back  and  sampled  that  location,  as 

24  well.    There  was  some  comments  on  interpretations 

25  of  detections  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  or 
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1  here. 

2  This  is  chromium.    The  detection  in  April  was 

3  in  the  order  of  28;  the  previous  ones  are  around 

4  25;  really  not  a  significant  difference,  and  we 

5  didn't  have  any  detections  at  the  other  areas  for 

6  chromium. 

7  These  are  just  a  few  of  the  metals.  You 

8  should  have  a  package  that  provides  the  tables  in 

9  that  package,  so  you  have  all  the  data  in  front  of 

10  you.    This  is  magnesium.     I  just  shaded  the 

11  different  sampling  locations  with  the  same  color. 

12  You  can  see,  again,  three  samples  that  suggested 

13  some  variability  here  at  the  LF02SP01.    The  others 

14  are  pretty  similar.    This  is  the  new  location  that 

15  Mark  suggested.    This  is  the  one  nearby  that  we 

16  sampled.    So  nothing  really  too  different. 

17  Nitrate  and  nitrite.    We  had  some 

18  variability  --  I  presented  that  last  month  --  at 

19  the  one  location.    But  again,  the  third  round,  the 

20  trees  might  have  affected  some  of  this,  but  we're 

21  within  the  range  that  we  detected  at  LF02PS1 .  So 

22  the  results  are  pretty  similar  to  what  I  presented 

23  in  May,  and  you  can  see  that  in  the  hits  table  that 

24  I  provided. 

25  MR.  BERMAN:     How  do  these  levels 


Page  2 


TinyTran 


9 

1  relate  to  EPA's  limits  on  the  groundwater? 

2  MR.  LITTLE:     The  MCLs? 

3  MR.  BERMAN:  Right. 

4  MR.  LITTLE:     For  the  different 

5  constituents,  most  of  them,  I  believe  --  I  don't 

6  really  recall.    We'd  have  to  go  back.  Chromium, 

7  for  example,  was  at  El  Pol  in  Spring,  which  we  knew 

8  about,  assuming  it's  all  hexavalent  and  exceedants, 

9  if  it's  not,  it's  not  exceedants.    So  it  varies. 

10  It's  what  we've  seen  in  the  groundwater  wells 

11  within  those  sites,  within  those  ranges.  It's 

12  really  nothing  new. 

13  We  touched  on  the  petroleum  hydrocarbon 

14  issue.    Ue  presented  our  interpretations  on  the 

15  available  data  at  the  time,  and  EPA  had  some 

16  comments  on  our  conclusions. 

17  As  a  refresher,  we  sampled  the  spring.  The 

18  seeps  and  spring  come  off  the  hill  slope.  Surface 

19  water  we  sampled.     It  runs  through  a  wooded  area, 

20  and  there  are  groundwater  monitoring  wells  in  El 

21  Pol  in  Spring,  as  well.    We  didn't  detect  any  of  the 

22  hydrocarbons  in  any  of  the  wells  we  had  in  the 

23  surface  samples.    And  I  shared  the  chromatogram 

24  with  you  last  May,  which  were  very  dissimilar  from 

25  any  of  the  fuels  that  we  see  at  the  Presidio,  any 
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1  lot  more  chromatograms,  which  will  be  included  in 

2  the  Landfill  1  and  2  annual  summary  report. 

3  They  also  recommended  further  testing.  It's 

4  an  unusual  problem.    You  can  go  on,  and  on,  and  on, 

5  and  there's  not  going  to  be  a  silver  bullet  to 

6  answer  this  question.    They  felt  that  with  the 

7  given  data  and  information  available,  that  the 

8  conclusion  is  very  reasonable,  that  it  is  biologic 

9  in  origin.    So  that's  where  we  left  that  issue. 

10  Then  Landfill  E.    This  is  the  slide  from  my 

11  May  presentation.    As  you  will  recall,  we  sampled 

12  three  locations.    We  had  two  sampling  events,  and 

13  then  the  seeps  went  dry,  so  there  is  no  new  data 

14  for  that  site.    But  there  were  some  outstanding 

15  issues  about  whether  the  seeps  that  we  sampled  were 

16  seeps  and  not  storm  drain  outlets.    There's  a 

17  question  as  to  whether  the  two  downgradient 

18  locations,  DAESP02  and  03,  were  storm  drain 

19  outlets.    There  is  an  upgradient  inlet  and  then  our 

20  two  downgradient  locations,  here,  which  we  suspect 

21  could  be  storm  drain  outlets. 

22  We  went  out  in  June  and  we  tried  to  assess 

23  them  a  little  better,  the  areas  over  ground.  There 

24  is  some  water  outlets  up  there,  but  not  large  fire 

25  hydrants.    We  did  some  limited  flow  tests.    We  just 
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1  of  the  standards  that  are  typically  used  at  labs. 

2  We  compared  them  with  some  of  the  analysis  we  did 

3  for  eucalyptus  and  other  plants,  and  we  drew  the 

4  conclusion  that  it  was  biologic. 

5  To  take  that  a  step  further,  we  went  out  in 

6  June  and  we  collected  samples  from  the  location 

7  that  Mark  had  suggested.    We  also  grabbed  some 

8  other  samples  for  just  hydrocarbon  analysis.  We 

9  sent  those  to  Friedman  &  Bruya,  a  laboratory  up  in 

10  Seattle,  which  specializes  in  hydrocarbon 

11  analysis.    They  analyzed  the  samples  with  a  variety 

12  of  extraction  techniques,  using  methylene  chloride 

13  with  and  without  silica  gel  and  hexane.    From  that, 

14  comparing  the  results,  they  can  make  some 

15  conclusions  on  the  types  of  hydrocarbons  from  each 

16  analysis. 

17  We  did  ask  them  for  their  opinion.    And  their 

18  opinion,  based  on  the  data  that  they  generated,  was 

19  that  the  hydrocarbons  appear  to  be  biologic  in 

20  nature,  and  not  from  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  or 

21  from  contamination  resulting  from  petroleum 

22  hydrocarbon  releases. 

23  We  had  them  summarize  that  in  the  letter. 

24  That  letter  is  attached  to  your  packet.  There's 

25  also  the  sampling  results  themselves.    There  is  a 
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1  put  garden  hoses  in  the  upper  gradient  inlets  and 

2  tried  to  see  where  it  would  run  for  a  day.  We 

3  didn't  really  see  anything  coming  out  of  the 

4  outlets,  so  it  really  wasn't  conclusive.    We  didn't 

5  want  to  take  it  beyond  that,  large  volumes  of 

6  water,  in  what  may  be  the  landfill,  so  we  weren't 

7  really  able  to  make  any  conclusions. 

8  We  talked  to  the  Park  Service's  maintenance 

9  staff  to  see  if  they're  aware  of  any  additional 

10  utility  maps  or  recent  work  in  the  area  that  might 

11  help  orient  us  as  far  as  utilities.    They  have  some 

12  lines,  video  logging  capabilities,  but  that 

13  equipment  wouldn't  really  work  in  the  storm  drains 

14  themselves,  so  we  really  had  no  additional 

15  information  there. 

16  What  we  decided,  at  this  point,  it's  not  an 

17  issue  that  really  needs  to  be  answered  as  far  as 

18  the  Feasibility  Study  is  concerned,  so  we're  not 

19  going  to  pursue  this  issue  any  further,  and  we'll 

20  leave  it  to  be  assessed  in  conjunction  with  the 

21  final  remedy  at  the  site.    So  whatever  is 

22  ultimately  selected  for  this  site,  surface  water 

23  will  have  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  that  remedy. 

24  So  in  summary,  as  far  as  the  seep  and  the 

25  groundwater  monitoring  program  goes,  and  the  future 
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14 

1  activities,  we  are  planning  to  continue  monitoring 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  new  sample 

2  the  seeps  and  the  storm  drains.    As  long  as  there's 

2 

location  at  Landfill  1,  was  the  hydrocarbon  coming 

3  water  emanating  from  the  landfill,  we'll  sample  it 

3 

out  of  the  ground  at  that  location? 

4  as  part  of  the  quarterly  groundwater  monitoring 

4 

MR.  LITTLE:    There  was  a  low  level 

5  program.    The  sampling  will  be  conducted,  probably. 

5 

detection  there;  it  wasn't  as  high  as  the  other 

6  on  a  quarterly  basis,  not  on  a  monthly  basis,  but 

6 

ones.    When  we  sampled  in  June,  none  of  the  flows 

7  the  schedule  will  be  adjusted  to  assure  we  get 

7 

were  very  significant;  it  was  really  a  trickle.  We 

8  samples  when  they  are  actually  flowing. 

8 

had  to  kind  of  dig  out  an  area  and  let  it  collect. 

9           And  then  again,  as  far  as  the  source  of  the 

9 

so  the  water  had  been  sitting  around  a  while. 

10  water  at  Landfill  E,  further  assessment  of  that 

10 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  does  it 

11  will  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  final  remedy. 

11 

mean  --  is  there  a  scenario  for  how  the  organic 

12           With  that,  I'll  be  happy  to  answer  any 

12 

hydrocarbon  would  be  inside  the  landfill? 

13  questions  you  might  have. 

13 

MR.  LITTLE:    Actually,  like  I  say. 

14                      BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    What  problems 

14 

the  flows  are  so  slow  it's  hard  to  say  if  it 

15  at  the  Fill  Site  1,  Landfill  2  area  remain  if  the 

15 

was  really  from  the  Landfill.    We  had  a  problem 

16  suspected  petroleum  issue  is  not  really  an  issue  at 

16 

getting  the  sample  volumes  we  needed. 

17  this  point?    At  least,  that's  the  recommendation 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  BERMAN:    You  say  that  the 

18  from  the  laboratory. 

18 

hydrocarbons  were  all  natural  and  that  the 

19                         MR.  LITTLE:    The  data  we  have  is  just 

19 

identification  was  done  through  the  gas 

20  new  and  additional  data.    It's  basically  the  same 

20 

chromatography  in  order  to  look  at  the  particular 

21  situation  the  landfills  were  before  we  had  the 

21 

hydrocarbons;  they  all  lined  up  with  organic 

22  data,  which  is  whether  the  inorganic  detections 

22 

hydrocarbons,  and  none  of  the  possible  hydrocarbons 

23  are  significant  or  not.    And  the  seep  data  is 

23 

that  are  not  associated  with  organic  material  were 

24  within  ranges  of  the  groundwater,  so  it  doesn't 

found? 

25  really  shed  any  new  light  on  that. 

25 

MR.  LITTLE:    Well,  you  know. 

15 

1  hydrocarbons  analyses,  it's  a  combination  of  a  full 

1 

16 

can't  get  commercial  standards  for  the  oils  that 

2  variety  of  compounds.    The  approach  they  took  -- 

2 

you'd  expect  from  plants.    GC/MS  works  great  if 

3  and  I'm  not  a  chemist;  the  letter  explains  it  much 

3 

you're  comparing  the  gasoline  in  the  well  relative 

4  more  than  I  can.    They  took  an  approach  by  using 

4 

to,  say,  two  gas  stations  at  two  corners.  You've 

5  different  extraction  processes.    Those  steps  are 

5 

got  a  standard  here  at  this  gas  station  and  a 

6  set  up  to  remove  different  fractions  of  the 

6 

standard  at  this  gas  station.    You  can  compare  it 

7  hydrocarbons.    And  based  on  comparing  those,  some 

7 

very  easily.    When  you're  talking  about  any 

8  steps  --  I  believe  it  was  the  hexane  --  remove 

8 

petroleum  hydrocarbon  that  may  occur  in  a  landfill. 

9  hydrocarbons  which  you  wouldn't  expect  to  see  in 

9 

in  any  naturally  occurring  hydrocarbon,  that 

10  petroleum  hydrocarbons. 

10 

analysis  of  GC/MS  is  well  suited  for  that,  is  the 

11            That's,  basically,  their 

11 

opinion  of  chemists. 

12  logic.    Don't  quote  me  word-for-word.    That  was 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Would  it  be 

13  their  analysis,  the  approach  they  took.    And  they 

13 

productive  to  take  samples  of  eucalyptus  or  pine 

14  did,  I  believe,  three  different  processes.  They 

14 

needles  from  the  site,  and  analyze  them  and  compare 

15  also  looked  at  some  peak  ranges.    There  are  some 

15 

that  result  with  what  we  found  in  the  water? 

16  peak  ranges  in  there,  within  the  range.    And  in 

16 

MR.  LITTLE:    We  did.    And  we  provided 

17  their  opinion,  those  are  not  typical  of  petroleum 

17 

those  chromatograms  and  the  patterns.    And  that  was 

18  hydrocarbons  in  refined  products. 

18 

how  we  came  to  the  conclusion  the  patterns  matched. 

19                       MR.  BERMAN :    What  is  the  origin  in 

19 

and  that  data  was  reviewed  again.    We're  pretty 

20  the  hydrocarbons? 

20 

confident.    It's  all  a  weight  of  evidence,  you 

21                         MR.  LITTLE:    The  conclusion  is  that 

21 

know,  because  there's  such  a  variety  of  vegetation 

22  it's  biologic  matter,  eucalyptus  oils  and  pine 

22 

out  there,  it's  hard  to  say.    It's  going  to  be  a 

23  oils.    In  their  letter  you'll  see  they  don't 

23 

mixture,  but  with  the  weight  of  evidence,  the  fact 

24  recommend  further  analysis.    It  was  suggested  by 

24 

that  we  don't  see  any  groundwater  monitoring  wells. 

25  the  EPA  to  do  GC/MS.    The  problem  with  that  is  you 

25 

it's  only  in  the  surface  samples. 
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1  o 

15 

1            Anybody  who  has  been  out  there,  you  can 

1 

sorts  of  diterpenes  from  sage  brush;  it's  a  real 

2  smell  the  oil  from  the  plants  out  there.  This 

2 

problem.    We  even  did  analysis  out  here  at  Building 

3  stuff  is  trickling  at  low  rates.    There  was  a 

3 

950  as  part  of  the  RICRA  closure.    We  did  wood 

4  question  at  the  last  meeting  about  why  we  didn't 

4 

samples  to  see  if  there  had  been  leaching  metals 

5  seep  at  Landfill  E.    The  flow  line  is  a  little 

5 

from  the  paint,  or  something  in  the  wood,  or 

6  faster  there.    We  did  see  some  similar  peaks  in  a 

6 

contaminates  in  the  wood.    When  you  grind  up  wood 

7  couple  of  samples,  but  they  are  below  the  reporting 

7 

and  you  analyze  it,  wood  is  hydrocarbon;  it's 

8  limits.    So  we  think  it's  there,  just  in  lower 

8 

celluloses;  it  gave  us  peaks;  we  have  the  same 

9  concentrations,  which  could  be  from  the  flow  of  the 

9 

problem.    So  there  are  so  many  potential  sources. 

10  water. 

10 

and  I'm  not  a  chemist,  but  it's  just  different 

11                         MS.  REACKHOF:    Since  you've  been 

11 

things  at  different  sites. 

12  doing  this  for  a  long  time,  and  you're  a 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Ana  we  also  aia 

13  professional,  has  something  like  this  been  seen  at 

13 

that  elsewhere  on  the  Presidio,  at  Building  1351, 

14  other  locations  that  we  could  say,  "Hey,  yeah. 

14 

where  there  was  some  question  about  a  suspected 

15  that's  happening  somewhere  else;  these  kinds  of 

15 

seep  or  surface  flow.    And  I'm  sure  it  was 

16  oils  are  a  result  of"  --  I  mean,  people  who  are  in 

16 

consistent  with  what  was  found  here  at  Fill  Site  1, 

17  the  deep  forest,  or  somewhere  throughout  the  park 

17 

so  it's  happening  elsewhere  on  the  Presidio,  not 

18  system  where  something  has  been  found?    Is  there 

18 

just  there. 

19  another  reference  that  we  could  use  other  than 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     SO  tnere'S  a 

20  this? 

20 

seep,  or  something  below  on  Battery/Howe  Wagner. 

21                      MR.  LITTLE:    People  have  done  a  lot 

21 

And  I'm  still  not  clear  as  to  why  the  seep  below 

22  of  standards  on  a  variety  of  plant  matter.  They 

22 

Battery/Howe  Wagner  does  not  qualify  for  the 

23  haven't  dealt  with  eucalyptus  much.    In  my  own 

23 

monitoring  program,  too.    Could  you  explain  the 

V  /■     noronna  i      a  v  rto  r*ior^^o        T     pi  in    a^rncc     l"f"     £3     f  ft  f/           O  fimp 
C*t    pel  bUilal.    cApcl  1  cl ll-c,     1    1  Ul  1   dt.|  Uob    1  L    a    IUL.  OUlllt; 

24 

rationaLp  a<s  to  uhv  the  seeD  iust  on  the  other  side 

25  of  the  soil-gas  surveys  using  GC/MS,  you  get  all 

25 

of  the  road  from  Battery/Howe  Wagner  would  not 

19 

1  require  surface  monitoring? 

1 

side  and  the  water  going  in  there.    I  suspect  it's 

2                        BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  a  storm 

2 

fixed  now;  this  was  some  time  ago  that  it  was  like 

3  drain.    Actually,  Bruce  and  I  walked  that  site,  and 

3 

that. 

4  also  walked  the  site  with  the  DOD  hazard  manager. 

4 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Greg,  on  your 

5  Mr.  Thomas.    The  reason  that  there  was  water 

5 

tests  of  the  conduit  that  might  go  underneath,  you 

6  flowing  out  of  that  drain  for  a  long  time  was 

6 

mentioned  that  you  ran  a  garden  hose  for  a  full 

7  because  one  of  the  sprinkler  head  lines  was  broken 

7 

day? 

8  on  one  side  of  the  road,  and  the  water  was  just 

8 

MR.  LITTLE:  Yes. 

9  pooling,  and  it  would  run  along  the  road  and  go  on 

9 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  we  didn't  see 

10  the  storm  drain  outside  of  the  road.    That's  where 

10 

where  that  water  came  out? 

11  that  was  coming  from.    It  is  a  regular  full-fledged 

11 

MR.  LITTLE:    No,  no.    So  who  knows. 

12  culvert,  and  everything  goes  right  underneath  the 

12 

If  it  is  a  pipe,  it  could  be  broken.    There's  just 

13  road. 

13 

not  enough  water  running  long  enough.    A  garden 

14                        BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN :    Okay,  thank 

14 

hose  isn't  going  to  compare  to  winter  flows,  so  it 

15  you. 

15 

just  didn't  really  provide  much  information. 

16                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Do  you  know  if 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    One  last  comment. 

17  that's  been  fixed  now? 

17 

I  would  like  to  show  the  laboratory's  conclusion  to 

18                         BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  don't  know. 

18 

the  EPA's  technical  reviewers  who  generated  the 

19  I  haven't  been  up  there  in  a  while.    I  think  the 

19 

original  comment.    I  would  like  to  ask  them  if  they 

20  reason  it  was  suspected  to  be  a  seep  is  because 

20 

would  be  prepared  to  modify  their  original  comments 

21  the  drain  empties  right  out  into  a  little  draw  and 

21 

based  on  this  information? 

22  it  goes  right  down  the  hill.    I  mean,  it  looks  like 

22 

MR.  LITTLE:    Yes.    If  they  wanted  to 

23  a  little  creek  there  and  it's  been  created  by  this. 

23 

stop  by  the  site  to  get  more  of  a  big  picture  to 

24  but  it's  coming  right  out  of  that  storm  drain  right 

i/ 
d4 

kind  of  explain  the  weight  of  evidence,  it  is  a 

25  into  the  road.    You  can  see  the  inlet  on  the  other 

25 

little  bit  different.    So  we  encourage  any 
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21 

a 

1  discussion  or  anything,  and  I'll  give  you  the 

1 

Juan  Baptista  County.    They  serve  as  consultants  to 

2  backup  for  that.    Thank  you. 

2 

the  burial  issue  on  Crissy  Field. 

3                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  we  have 

3 

Muwekma,  my  tribe  that  I'm  the  elected 

4  an  opportunity  to  go  back  to  Item  5. A,  with 

4 

chairwoman  for,  I  had  proposed  to  the  National  Park 

5  Rosemary.    Welcome.    You're  on  our  agenda  for 

5 

Services  that  they  go  ahead  and  develop  a 

6  Native  American  Discoveries. 

6 

Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  mitigate  the  site 

7                      MS.  CAMBRA:    To  be  very  -frank  with 

7 

with  our  tribe.    This  was  done  back  in  July, 

8  you,  I  have  not  received  an  update  from  the 

8 

followed  up  in  September,  and  we  have  not  received 

9  National  Park  Service,  or  their  archeologists,  or 

9 

any  sort  of  comment.    I  wanted  to  add  these 

10  their  Native  American  consultants.    What  I  did 

10 

comments  for  the  record. 

11  receive  late  last  month  was  the  minutes  and  the 

11 

As  far  as  the  discovery  of  human  remains  out 

12  report  that  Paul  Scalari  gave  here  to  the  Black 

12 

there,  or  prehistoric  artifacts,  again,  we  have  not 

13  Committee.    I'd  like  to  make  additions  --  and  I 

13 

been  contacted,  nor  have  we've  been  asked  to  go  out 

14  know  it's  quite  late  --  to  the  comments  that  he 

14 

and  view  what's  been  found  out  there.    That  is  a 

15  made. 

15 

problem;  that  is  a  problem.    It  infringes  on  the 

16          Number  one.    He  states  that  on  site,  at 

16 

religious  rights  of  my  people.    And  also,  the 

17  Crissy  Field,  they  have  Native  American  monitors. 

17 

National  Park  Service  people  just  don't  acknowledge 

18  They  are  consultants  to  the  Park;  they're  not 

18 

the  rights  of  American  Indians,  whether  they  serve 

19  necessarily  leaders  of  an  aboriginal  tribe  to  the 

19 

as  consultants  or  as  leaders.    That  is  a  problem. 

20  area.    They're  chair  individuals  from  their  own 

20 

And  I  know  that  if  any  one  of  you  in  this  room  were 

21  individual  tribes.    Some  of  them  go  as  far  as  being 

21 

in  my  shoes,  if  it  was  your  ancestor's  remains,  I'm 

22  from  the  Los  Angeles  area.    They're  actually  flown 

22 

sure  you'd  be  knocking  at  the  door  asking,  why 

23  up  to  this  area  to  monitor.    There  are  some  other 

23 

aren't  you  being  advised  or  consulted?    Why  aren't 

c<*  triuai  cnairs  inai  are  Trom,  i  wouia  say,  xne 

?4 

vnt i  nart  nf  t"hp  Hpriiinn  makina  hprf*?     That  IS  a 

25  Monterey  County,  South  Monterey  County,  and  San 

25 

problem. 

23 

1           Now  we  have  been  very  patient  in  wanting  to 

1 

24 

there  is  someone  here  from  National  Park  Services 

2  work  out  a  mitigation  plan  with  the  National  Park 

2 

that  can  give  me  an  update  as  to  what's  been 

3  Service.    Obviously,  they're  taking  their  time,  and 

3 

happening  at  Crissy  Field.    Is  there  anyone  here 

4  they  feel  that  they  don't  need  to  acknowledge  us. 

4 

from  the  National  Park  Service? 

5           We  have  no  other  recourse  but  to  go  into 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I'm  not 

6  Federal  Court.    My  tribe  is  now  preparing  itself 

6 

aware  of  any  additional  work  that's  any  different 

7  for  litigation.    Time  and  time  again  this  happens 

7 

than  what  Paul  reported  on  last  month.    And  I  see 

8  to  our  tribe,  based  on  the  fact  that  we  are  not 

8 

right  here  you  have  Paul's  transcript. 

9  acknowledged,  and  that  agencies  believe  that  they 

9 

MS.  CAMBRA:    I  guess  you  can  agree 

10  can  just  overrule  our  religious  and  cultural  rights 

10 

there  is  no  MOU.    And,  perhaps,  you  can  answer  the 

11  to  the  Bay  Area. 

11 

question.    Does  the  National  Park  Service 

12            I  can't  see  the  National  Park  Services,  or 

12 

solicitors  plan  to  propose  a  Memorandum  of 

13  any  agency  today,  as  willing  and  wanting  to 

13 

Agreement  to  mitigate  the  Presidio? 

14  mitigate  such  a  delicate  issue  in  this  area.  They 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I'm  not  sure 

15  have  to  be  told.    I've  done  my  very  best  to  advise 

15 

of  the  exact  status  of  that.    Paul  would  be  the  one 

16  members  of  Congress  that  they  need  to  pass 

16 

to  speak  to,  and  I  think  you  are  in  contact  with 

17  legislation.    Well,  I  don't  need  to  tell  you  where 

17 

Paul  on  similar  issues.    It  would  be  a  good 

18  Congress  is  at  right  now.    But  we  definitely  need  a 

18 

question  to  ask  him  directly. 

19  quick  remedy  to  our  issue,  especially  on  the 

19 

MS.  CAMBRA:    Thank  you. 

20  Presidio.    We  definitely  need  a  solution.    And  I 

20 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  questions  for 

21  don't  believe  the  bureaucrats  or  politicians  are 

21 

Rosemary? 

22  concerned  enough  to  assist  our  tribe,  and  most  of 

22 

Rosemary,  are  you  in  contact  with  Paul? 

23  all,  California  tribes. 

23 

Because,  did  you  say  they  haven't  contacted  you  at 

24           So  I  have  very  little  to  report  to  the 

24 

all?    Are  you  in  contact  with  him? 

25  committee,  based  on  lack  of  information.  Perhaps 

25 

MS.  CAMBRA:     In  regards  to  the 
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26 

1  findings,  receiving  a  briefing  or  summary, 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    As  far  as  I 

2  archeological  summary,  I  have  not  received 

2 

know,  there  are  no  burials  that  have  been 

3  anything.    I  have  received  the  minutes.    Like  I 

3 

discovered  in  this  work,  or  any  religious  artifacts 

4  said,  last  month  he  sent  me  the  minutes.  He 

4 

associated  with  burials. 

5  wanted  me  to  add  to  the  minutes  if  I  felt  it  needed 

5 

MS.  CAMBRA:    Well,  not  necessarily 

6  to  be  done. 

6 

would  artifacts  be  associated  with  burials. 

7          The  other,  I  do  receive  from  the  National 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  My 

8  Park  Service  their  monitoring  reports,  as  far  as 

8 

understanding  is  more  of  tools  that  might  be 

9  the  individuals  that  are  working  as  consultants.  I 

9 

associated  with  food  gathering  or  processing  of 

10  meant  to  bring  a  copy  of  the  records.    It  doesn't 

10 

food  types  of  equipment,  that's  my  understanding. 

11  say  anything  to  me  about  the  archeological  findings 

11 

MS.  CAMBRA:    And  given  that  those  are 

12  in  nature.    It's  kind  of  like  a  time  card  they  are 

12 

cultural  artifacts,  does  Paul  or  National  Park 

13  submitting.    It  just  says  that  they  are  there  from 

13 

Service  believe  that  we  should  be  notified  and 

14  8:00  to  5:00  and  they  are  watching  whatever 

14 

educated  of  the  finds? 

15  activity  is  going  on  at  Crissy  Field,  and  that  they 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  don't 

16  are  communicating  with  the  archeologist. 

16 

think  there  is  any  effort  to  exclude  you  and  your 

17           It  doesn't  define  what  they  are  discovering 

17 

people.    I  think  it's  working  with  the  monitors  who 

18  at  Crissy  Field.    It  doesn't  explain  anything  to 

18 

have  participated. 

19  us.     It's  just  --  again,  it's  a  report  of  people's 

19 

MS.  CAMBRA:    That's  through  your 

20  time.    What  I'm  looking  for  is,  I  want  to  know  if 

20 

consultants.    I'm  the  aboriginal  leader  of  this 

21  there  are  prehistoric  religious  artifacts,  along 

21 

area;  there's  a  distinction.    We're  not  the 

22  with  remains.    And  perhaps  you  can  ask  Paul,  or 

22 

consultants  for  NPS.    We  are  the  aboriginal  leaders 

23  your  Park  consultants  for  the  National  Park 

23 

of  this  area. 

?4  ^prvire*     arp  fhppp  hurialQ  hpina  rii<;rnvprpH     and  if 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  don't  want 

25  there  are,  why  are  we  not  being  advised? 

25 

to  get  into  the  details  of  what  happened  at  a 

27 

28 

1  meeting  I  wasn't  at.    I'm  not  fully  aware  of 

1 

MR.  DeCOSTA:    My  name  is  Francisco 

2  exactly  what  went  on,  and  I  think  that  would  be 

2 

DeCosta,  and  I'm  the  spokesperson  for  the  Muwekma 

3  something  to  take  up  with  Paul.    I  know  that  the 

3 

Ohlone  regarding  the  Presidio  issue.    I  would  like 

4  Park  Service  wants  to  include  you  as  much  as 

4 

to  just  make  a  comment  to  the  Board  here,  the 

5  possible. 

5 

Restoration  Advisory  Board. 

6                       MS.  CAMBRA:    I  totally  agree,  but  not 

6 

Way  back  in  1912,  a  shell  mound  was  found 

7  being  properly  informed  of  discovery  is  my 

7 

here  at  the  Presidio,  and  it's  documented.  Way 

8  concern.    It  is  not  an  issue;  it  is  a  religious 

8 

back  in  1972,  when  the  Army  was  here  they  found  the 

9  concern.    It  is  not  an  issue. 

9 

remains  of  an  Ohlone  maiden,  and  it's  documented. 

10                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you.  Any 

10 

The  documentation  is  at  the  San  Francisco  State 

11  other  questions  or  comments? 

11 

University. 

12                        BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Who  owns  the 

12 

Now  recently,  when  we  met  with  the  National 

13  artifacts? 

13 

Park  Service  on  July  the  31st,  we  had  a  meeting 

14                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  don't  really 

14 

with  several  tribes  that  were  brought  from  a  far 

15  know  much  about  this.    My  understanding  is  that  as 

15 

distance,  as  has  been  explained  by  Rosemary.  Now 

16  they're  going  through  and  doing  their  archeological 

16 

the  main  reason  that  we  wanted  tribes  to  get 

17  examinations,  they  immediately  cover  those  up  so  as 

17 

involved  with  Crissy  Field,  our  intention  was  to 

18  not  to  disturb  anything.    So  I  don't  know  if  there 

18 

have  those  tribes  within  a  50-mile  radius,  having 

19  is  any  discussion  of  ownership,  but  I  don't  think 

19 

in  mind  the  NAGPRA,  because  we  feel  that  this  is 

20  anything  is  being  removed,  either. 

20 

very  important,  and  it  pertains  to  Crissy  Field. 

21                           BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  really 

21 

Now  the  National  Park  Service  is  a  premiere 

22  don't  know  if  there's  any  recoveries  going  on  or 

22 

agency  that  enforces  this  act,  and  it's  a  federal 

23  not.    That  would  be  something  you  should  ask  Paul, 

23 

act.    In  fact,  if  we  had  a  Memorandum  of 

24  if  there  is  recovery,  how  the  ownership  of  that  is 

unaersianai ng  we  coma  xaKe  nauKka,  wmcn  is  tne 

25  determined. 

25 

Native  American  Grave  Protection  Repatriation  Act, 
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1  and  use  it  to  the  benefit  of  everybody.    But  as  I 

2  mentioned  to  you,  in  1912,  they  found  a  shell 

3  mound.    In  1972,  they  found  this  skeleton  remains, 

4  and  it's  documented.    And  very  recently  we  found 

5  artifacts,  and  we'll  go  ahead  and  say,  human 

6  remains. 

7  NAGPRA  clearly  states  that  there  are  three 

8  issues  that  are  linked  with  this  federally  mandated 

9  law.    The  work  should  stop,  and  this  hasn't  been 

10  done.    Now  what's  happening  here,  if  we  have  a 

11  Memorandum  of  Understanding  we  could  easily  resolve 

12  this  problem. 

13  I  understand  very  well  what  the  role  of  the 

14  RAB  is,  the  Restoration  Advisory  Board.    The  most 

15  important  thing  that  the  RAB  is  concerned  on  behalf 

16  of  the  taxpayer  is  to  see  that  there's  a  cleanup. 

17  But  it's  also  very,  very  important  for  the  RAB  to 

18  understand  that  only  the  Muwekma  Ohlone  have 

19  sacramonial  linkage  to  whatever  is  found  on  Crissy 

20  Field.    And  with  all  the  projects  that  are  going  on 

21  at  Crissy  Field,  not  once  has  the  Muwekma  Ohlone 

22  been  called  to  the  table  to  participate  in  this 

23  project  which  was  over  $26  million. 

24  I  just  heard  one  of  the  members  of  the  RAB 

25  Board  say  that  additional  funds  are  given  for 
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1  everybody.    The  National  Park  Service,  they  either 

2  are  going  to  begin  to  perform  in  an  equitable 

3  manner  towards  California  tribes,  or  they're  going 

4  to  find  themselves  in  litigation. 

5  And  as  a  taxpayer  and  as  an  educator,  it's 

6  very  insulting  when  our  voice  is  not  acknowledged 

7  by  the  agency  itself.    It  gives  us  a  lot  of  lip 

8  service.     It  is  very  slow  in  putting  the  Memorandum 

9  of  Understanding  on  the  table  for  us.    We  don't 

10  want  to  go  to  war. 

11  We  feel  we  are  an  intelligent  human  group, 

12  that  we  can  tell  the  National  Park  Service  and  the 

13  solicitors,  this  is  what  we  want  in  regards  to 

14  artifacts  and  human  remains.    You  don't  have  to 

15  tell  us  through  your  bureaucratic  process.    We  know 

16  what  our  religion  is  all  about.    We  know  what  our 

17  history  is  all  about,  what  our  culture  is  all 

18  about.    We're  going  to  tell  you  how  we  want  you  to 

19  respect  us  on  paper.    We're  going  to  tell  you. 

20  We're  going  to  make  it  a  condition  of  agreement. 

21  Like  Francisco  said,  we've  been  dealing  with 

22  this  since  May,  and  I've  been  dealing  politically 

23  with  this  for  ten  years,  and  yet  we've  failed  to 

24  come  to  an  agreement.    And  as  far  as  I'm  concerned, 

25  what  I  face  here  with  my  people  is  what  we've 
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1  mitigation.    Now  these  funds  could  be  used  to  bring 

2  the  Muwekma  to  the  table  to  help  us  in  this 

3  process.    Somehow,  there  is  this  feeling  that  the 

4  Muwekma  Ohlone  are  there  to  sort  of,  you  know, 

5  bring  about  some  sort  of  obstacle.    At  no  time  has 

6  the  Muwekma  Ohlone  come  forward  to  bring  about 

7  obstacles.    In  fact,  we  went  out  of  our  way  to 

8  approach  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  tell  the  Corps 

9  of  Engineers,  "Here  is  the  Muwekma  Ohlone;  we  are 

10  the  living  members,  we  will  cooperate  with  you." 

11  We  went  out  of  our  way  to  meet  the  National  Park 

12  Service,  hoping  way  back  on  the  5th  of  May  to  have 

13  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding.    Okay,  I  think  the 

14  RAB  can  help  us  by  inviting  us  to  some  of  the 

15  mitigation  processes.    Thank  you. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you, 

17  Francisco. 

18  Just  as  a  comment.    Have  you  been  bringing 

19  these  concerns  to  the  GGNRA  Commission  meetings,  as 

20  well?    That's  another  public  input  body  for  the 

21  Park  Service,  directly. 

22  MS.  CAMBRA:    No,  I  haven't.    We  spent 

23  ten  years  talking  about  mitigation,  the  involvement 

24  of  tribes.    I'm  now  involved  in  other  matters  back 

25  east,  and  I  have  no  time  to  sit  here  and  educate 
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1  learned  based  on  our  experience  with  the  National 

2  Park  Service  on  the  Presidio. 

3  What  I'm  describing  is  a  red  apartheid.  This 

4  is  what  it  is  here.    And  I  ask  all  of  you,  to 

5  please,  ask  the  National  Park  Service,  is  it  true 

6  that  Ms.  Cambra  has  been  communicating  with  you  for 

7  over  ten  years?    Has  she  been  asking  you  to  sit 

8  down  and  develop  a  conditional  agreement  on 

9  religious  culture  and  history  that  affects  her 

10  tribe?    Ask  them.    Ask  them.    Ask  them  to  prove 

11  it. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNG:    Rosemary,  my  name 

13  is  Andrew  Young.    I  have  a  genuine  interest  in  this 

14  issue.    Two  months  ago  I  asked  for  an  update  on 

15  this  issue.    For  me,  I  would  like  to  have  a 

16  permanent  representative  from  the  tribe  attending 

17  these  meetings  so  that  you  will  not  be  forgotten. 

18  This  is  an  open  meeting.    It  happens  every  month; 

19  the  days  are  predictable.    I  think  having  a 

20  physical  presence  would  make  a  louder  statement. 

21  Just  have  someone  here  every  month.     If  you  cannot 

22  make  it,  have  someone  else  come  in  your  place. 

23  MS.  CAMBRA:    Well,  I  have  already 

24  made  that  arrangement,  if  you  will,  to  have  someone 

25  here.    I  guess,  what  I'm  trying  to  tell  you,  the 
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1  frustration  is  great,  and  dealing  with  this  role 

2  for  ten  years,  it  hasn't  changed.    Even  if  myself 

3  or  another  member  of  my  tribe  is  here,  what  I  sense 

4  is  an  echoing  of  an  old  issue,  and  nothing  is  being 

5  resolved  here.    I  mean,  it's  not. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  Rosemary, 

7  did  you  have  an  opportunity  when  the  Park  Service 

8  assigned  monitors  to  do  this  monitoring?    And  I 

9  understand  your  distinction,  that  they  are 

10  consultants  to  NPS,  and  your  tribe  represents  the 

11  aboriginal  owners,  and  has  the  aboriginal 

12  connection  and  history  to  the  Presidio,  so  at  the 

13  point  in  time,  when  the  Park  Service  said,  "Okay, 

14  let's  have  these  monitors  from  these  tribes  within 

15  a  50-mile  radius,"  did  you  not  want  to  participant 

16  in  that  role  because  you're  role  was  the 

17  aboriginal  ancestry  here  and  your  role  was  already 

18  established;  you  didn't  need  to  be  a  monitor?  Is 

19  that  why  you  did  say,  "Oh,  okay,  I'll  have  these 

20  two  people  be  monitors"? 

21  MS.  CAMBRA:     No.     What  occurred  was 

22  we  had  the  meeting,  and  I  asked  the  National  Park 

23  Service's  solicitor  and  Washington's  liaison 

24  person,  Patricia  Parker,  I  asked  her  to  define 

25  who's  the  cultural  affiliated  group  based  on 
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1  "cultural  affiliated  group". 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  then,  if  you 

3  receive  the  answer  about  the  cultural  affiliation, 

4  and  if  the  Park  Service  asked  you  and  you  agreed 

5  to  do  the  monitoring,  then  you  would  actually  have 

6  two  roles;  you  would  fulfill  two  roles,  I  guess, 

7  your  rightful  role  of  having  the  cultural 

8  affiliation,  and  that  being  defined,  and  you  also 

9  would  be  serving  in  this  consultant  rote  to  be  a 

10  monitor  like  these  other  tribes  are  doing. 

11  MS.  CAMBRA:    Exactly.    But  again,  we 

12  would  have  to  agree  to  those  mitigating  conditions 

13  under  NAGPRA,  and  we  would  have  to  develop  an  MOA 

14  with  the  tribe. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  you  could  come 

16  forward  and  identify  yourself.    Thank  you. 

17  MS.  JACKSON:    I'm  Espinola  Jackson, 

18  and  I'm  a  liaison  and  spokesperson  for  the  Muwekma 

19  Ohlone  Nation.    We  have  a  problem  here,  because  you 

20  are  talking  about  the  National  Park  Services.  It 

21  was  not  the  National  Park  Services  that  did  the 

22  hiring  of  Indians  from  out  of  this  area.    It  was 

23  the  National  Park  Association.    I  believe  where  the 

24  problem  is  coming  in  is  that,  you,  as  a  Board, 

25  were  seated  to  take  care  and  make  sure  that  cleanup 
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1  NAGPRA.    I  asked  them  to  define  that  for  us, 

2  define  the  group,  the  individual  group  that  would 

3  meet  the  federal  law  on  repatriation.    They  said 

4  they  would.    This  is  no  definition.    This  was  back 

5  in  May  that  we  had  the  meeting.    I  have  never 

6  gotten  a  response  on  that. 

7  The  other  was  in  July  we  had  a  meeting  with 

8  all  the  groups.    The  monitoring,  rotating  subject 

9  came  after  I  and  other  Indian  leaders  left  the 

10  room.    It  was  only  discussed  with  a  selected  few. 

11  So  I  was  not  part  of  the  monitoring  process.    I  was 

12  not  part  of  the  discussion,  not  among  the  tribes. 

13  There  was  about  two  or  three  of  us  that  left  the 

14  room.    We  had  other  commitments.    We  left  the 

15  meeting.    We  thought  there  wasn't  going  to  be  any 

16  further  discussion,  because  we  had  already  asked 

17  the  technical,  legal  question,  "Define  the 

18  culturally  affiliated  group  of  the  area."  They 

19  said  they  would.    But  they  did  not  state  they  were 

20  going  to  have  a  rotating  of  monitors  or 

21  consultants. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Rosemary, 

23  would  you  like  to  participate  in  that  rotation? 

24  MS.  CAMBRA:    Yes,  yes.    But  I  would 

25  like  to  have  the  answer  first,  the  definition  of 


36 

1  was  done  in  this  area.    What  we  have  here  is  the 

2  National  Park  Association  dictating  to  what 

3  happened  at  Crissy  Field. 

4  The  entire  Crissy  Field,  and  I  will  state 

5  again,  is  sacred  sites  and  burial  grounds  there. 

6  The  entire  Crissy  Field.    We  had  asked  them  not  to 

7  dig  back  in  May,  early  May.    I'm  quite  sure  some 

8  of  you  saw  it  on  TV  when  the  Hass  Foundation,  the 

9  Hass  Family,  whoever  they  are,  wanted  to  build  a 

10  playground  at  Crissy  Field.    We  have  a  problem.  I 

11  have  a  problem.    If  it  was  your  people  that  was 

12  buried,  you  would  not  want  anyone  putting  a 

13  playground  over  your  dead  ancestors. 

14  Most  of  you  are  not  aware,  and  we're  not  here 

15  to  educate  you,  because  we've  been  doing  it  for  ten 

16  years  to  people,  to  try  to  understand  the  fact  that 

17  there's  many  sites,  not  just  at  Crissy  Field,  but 

18  the  entire  Presidio,  the  entire  Presidio. 

19  There's  lies  going  around;  I  saw  it  on  TV. 

20  They  were  talking  about  once  we  get  back  what  was 

21  supposedly  removed  by  white  folk  in  1927.    The  BIA 

22  removed  those  from  the  federal  register.    We  are 

23  now  in  the  process  of  getting  back  on  the  federal 

24  register.    We  requested  10  years  ago,  400  acres  of 

25  land  here  at  the  Presidio.    We  wanted  open  space. 
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1  We  did  not  want  any  of  the  buildings,  because  lots 

2  of  other  sites  are  there. 

3  Ue  know  where  we  are.    We  met  with  some  of 

4  your  members  here  which  asked  me  to  show  them  the 

5  sites.    We  are  not  showing  you  anything.    It's  none 

6  of  your  business  where  our  sacred  sites  are. 

7  They're  all  over  the  Presidio.    The  biggest  problem 

8  we  have  is  that  the  National  Park  Association, 

9  which  is  not  a  federal  entity,  making  decisions  to 

10  what  happens  at  Crissy  Field.    You  should  be  aware 

11  of  that.    It's  not  the  National  Park  Services  that 

12  are  paying  those  persons,  Indians,  that  came  from 

13  other  areas  to  monitor.    We  talked  about  that,  and 

14  I'm  talking  about  the  tribal  council. 

15  If  we  would  go  into  that  area  to  monitor  what 

16  they  have  gone  on  in  their  area,  they  would  call 

17  the  sheriff  and  have  us  bodily  removed.    They  have 

18  no  business.    And  we  say  like  you,  you  have 

19  Indians,  like  they  did  years  ago,  white  folk 

20  playing  Indians  against  Indians.    We  are  not  going 

21  to  let  that  happen  here  in  San  Francisco.  The 

22  National  Park  Service  knows  that,  and  I  told  them. 

23  So  what  we're  going  to  have  to  do,  I  see  now, 

24  is  to  go  to  litigation,  because  they  are  not 

25  following  the  law.    They  are  not  giving  you 
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1  various  aspects  of  the  Feasibility  Study.  We're 

2  continuing  work  on  other  components  not  dependent 

3  on  the  discussions,  technical  discussions  that  we 

4  need  to  have  with  the  state,  and  the  schedule  has 

5  been  impacted  because  we  haven't  had  a  chance  to 

6  meet  with  the  state. 

7  First  of  all,  in  the  technical  meeting  update 

8  we  proposed  a  series  of  meetings  with  the  state. 

9  The  state  has  not  gotten  back  to  us  on  the  their 

10  willingness  to  meet  with  the  Army.    Essentially,  in 

11  the  meeting  that  I  had  with  DTSC,  with  Romy 

12  Fuentes  who's  not  here  tonight,  the  branch  chief 

13  over  at  DTSC,  I  basically  explained  to  them  that  I 

14  wanted  an  opportunity  for  the  Army  and  the  Corps 

15  of  Engineers  and  its  consultant  to  meet  with  the 

16  regulatory  bodies,  DTSC,  the  Water  Board,  EPA,  to 

17  achieve  some  type  of  understanding,  technical 

18  acceptability,  if  you  will,  or  benchmark  standard 

19  of  what  is  regulatory  acceptability  in  terms  of 

20  cleanup  levels,  cleanup  remedies,  ARARs  analysis, 

21  all  of  those  various  components  that  go  into  the 

22  Feasibility  Study.    And  I  wanted  to  establish  that 

23  benchmark  before  we  had  any  further  negotiations, 

24  discussions,  with  any  of  the  other  stakeholders 

25  involved  in  the  process.    That  includes  you  all. 
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1  truthful  information.    We  have  to  give  information 

2  to  Mr.  Wilkins,  because  he  wasn't  told  the  truth. 

3  The  National  Park  Services  are  liars,  liars,  and 

4  I'm  telling  you  the  truth.    Thank  you. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thank  you. 

6  Any  more  comments  on  this  subject?    Very  well. 

7  Moving  onto  to  our  Monthly  Reports.    And  first, 

8  we'll  be  hearing  about  the  Feasibility  Study  RAP  in 

9  progress. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Dave  Wilkins, 

11  I'm  the  program  manager  for  the  Environmental 

12  Cleanup  Program  here  for  the  Department  of  the 

13  Army.    I  want  to  give  a  quick  overview,  just  a 

14  continuation  of  our  monthly  update  on  the 

15  Feasibility  Study. 

16  As  you're  all  familiar,  that's  kind  of  the 

17  main  document  to  examine  the  feasibility  cleanup 

18  for  the  majority  of  non-petroleum  sites  remaining 

19  here  at  the  Presidio. 

20  Basically,  these  are  the  highlights  of 

21  activities  that  have  gone  on  between  last  month  and 

22  today.    Essentially,  we  have  traded  correspondence 

23  with  the  State  of  California,  actually  met  with 

24  them,  to  discuss  conditions  for  meeting  with  them 

25  to  achieve  technical  acceptability  regarding 
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1  community  members.  Park  Service,  Presidio  Trust, 

2  and  members  of  the  general  public. 

3  As  of  today,  they  have  not  responded  to  the 

4  Army,  except  to  say  that  they  are  in  further 

5  discussions  on  this  matter  with  their  management 

6  in  Sacramento.    They  haven't  gotten  back  to  us  as 

7  to  whether  or  not  the  conditions  of  our  meeting  are 

8  acceptable  to  them.    So  that's  kind  of  where  it's 

9  at.    Basically,  it's  in  a  state  of  dormancy.  So 

10  until  we  hear  back  from  them,  certain  aspects  of 

11  the  Feasibility  Study  can  not  proceed  because  we 

12  need  that  regulatory  understanding  in  order  to 

13  proceed. 

14  Another  major  component  of  the  Feasibility 

15  Study  is  the  response  to  comments  made  from  last 

16  year.    This  is  probably  the  Largest,  single 

17  endeavor  in  the  project  because  of  the  number  of 

18  comments  that  we  see,  not  only  through  September  of 

19  1997,  but  also  supplemental  comments  received  from 

20  the  RAP,  submitted  supplemental  comment  package,  as 

21  well  as  the  Presidio  Trust,  and  they  submitted 

22  those  in  the  form  of  technical  memorandum,  if  you 

23  will.    Ue  made  some  progress  on  those,  response  to 

24  those  comments,  as  you  can  see. 

25  We've  also  begun  to  prepare  introductory 
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1  components  of  the  Feasibility  Study.    And  I'm  sure 

1 

process  of  starting  to  do  those  volume 

2  you're  all  familiar  with  having  reviewed  the 

2 

recalculations. 

3  Feasibility  Study  for  the  Public  Service  Health 

3 

We  believe  that  the  finished  product  on  this 

4  Hospital  area,  Crissy  Field  RAP.    There  are  the 

4 

is  going  to  be  much  more  accurate  than  what  was 

5  basic  standard  sections,  and  those  particular 

5 

presented  in  the  Feasibility  Study,  and  it  takes 

6  components  of  the  document  are  currently  in 

6 

into  consideration  the  technical  accuracy  that  was 

7  development,  as  you  can  see.    They're  going  through 

7 

brought  to  our  attention,  based  on  the  comments 

8  internal  review  with  the  consultant,  and 

8 

from  the  Presidio  Trust  and  some  of  the  other 

9  Montgomery  Watson  is  lead  consultant  for  that 

9 

stakeholders  with  regards  to  the  previous 

10  project,  as  well  as  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

10 

methodology  that  we  used. 

11           Another  significant  enhancement  we  are  making 

11 

Another  standard  feature  in  the  Feasibility 

12  to  the  Feasibility  Study  from  last  year,  which 

12 

Study  that  we  worked  on  this  month  is  the 

13  concerns,  probably,  the  potentially  most  expensive 

13 

identification  and  screening  of  remedial 

14  cleanup  activities,  is  on  the  landfills.  We're 

14 

alternatives.    Again,  I'm  sure  that  many  of  you  are 

15  actually  going  through  a  process  to  re-estimate 

15 

familiar  with  their  process.    We're  about  70 

16  soi I  volumes. 

16 

percent  complete  on  that.    We  have  reviewed  the 

17           I  think  I  mentioned  last  month  that  we're 

17 

various  EPA  and  State  of  California  guidance  on 

18  going  to  use  the  same  methodology  used  by  the 

18 

technologies  and  what's  applicable.  There's 

19  Presidio  Trust  when  they  presented  their 

19 

certain  types  of  contaminates  of  concern,  and 

20  supplemental  comments  to  the  Army.  That 

20 

certain  types  of  contaminate  situations  with  regard 

21  methodology  being  used  is  topography  maps  and 

21 

to  groundwater  to  soil  sediment,  and  the  like,  and 

22  analysis  in  topography  features  to  determine  what 

22 

we're  making  good  progress  with  that,  as  well. 

23  the  more  accurate  volumes  of  these  landfills  would 

23 

Lastly,  I  wanted  to  mention  something  about 

24  hp             a«.  vnil  ran  <;pp  hprp  -from  thp  nn1*p  up 

24 

1"hp  QrhpHulp  anH  hnu   1 1" '  Q   imnartpH  hv  fhp  pxi<s1'inci 

25  completed  preparation  of  those  maps  and  are  in  the 

25 

state  of  affairs  regarding  our  opportunities  to 

43 

44 

1  meet  with  the  State  of  California.    There's  been 

1 

use  that  to  determine  volumes  of  landfill? 

2  about  a  six-week  delay  at  this  point.    As  you  can 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  a  good 

3  imagine,  there's  a  certain  amount  of  work  you  can 

3 

question.    It's  rocket  science,  from  what  I 

4  get  done.    There's  a  certain  point  of  time  when  you 

4 

understand.    I'm  not  a  rocket  scientist,  so  I  can't 

5  can't  really  do  any  more  with  this  document  without 

5 

really  explain.    What  I  do  know  is  that  we  have 

6  having  some  type  of  feedback  or  input  from  the 

6 

access  or  have  obtained  aerial  photos  of  the 

7  regulators. 

7 

Presidio  before  these  landfills  existed,  and  now  we 

8           We're  continuing  to  work  as  best  we  can  in 

8 

have  aerial  photos  of  the  landfills  since  they  do 

9  the  absence  of  having  that  feedback,  but  at  some 

9 

exist  now.    And  there's  a  certain  way  that 

10  point,  we  need  to  do  that  before  we  can  move 

10 

information  can  be  digitized  with  other  topographic 

11  forward  and  go  on  to  finalize  the  document.    So  as 

1 1 

information,  actual  surface  data  that's  collected 

12  it  stands  right  now,  we're  looking  at  about  a 

12 

with  elevations  and  things  like  that  of  the 

13  six-week  delay  from  the  schedule  I  presented  last 

13 

topography.    All  of  that  is  put  together.    And  they 

14  time.    So  that  basically  puts  the  FS  coming  out, 

14 

can  show  those  adjustments;  they  can  show  where 

15  probably,  around  January  or  mid  February,  then  the 

15 

hollowed-out  areas  have  been  filled  in  or  where 

16  draft  RAP  coming  along  within  that  time  frame,  with 

16 

areas  have  been  mounded  up,  that  type  of  thing. 

17  the  review  period  following. 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    So  it's  a 

18           So  for  any  of  the  concerns  about  having  a 

18 

comparative  process? 

19  document  coming  out  around  the  holidays,  you  don't 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  from  what 

20  have  to  worry  about  that.    So  that  is  about  it 

20 

I  understand.    But  specifically  how  it's  all  done. 

21  regarding  the  FS. 

21 

I  don't  know. 

22                         BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    David,  I'm  a 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  didn't  realize 

23  little  bit  curious  as  to  how  you're  going  to  use 

23 

it  was  a  comparative  process. 

24  the  aerial  photo  to  help  you  determine  the 

DnADIMlCUDCD     U  C  Lift  C  D  Cr*lM  .        1  In    nicn  h*\\in 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    we  also  nave 

25  pre-dimensional  aerial  photo.    How  are  you  going  to 

25 

similar  photos  that  the  Trust  consultant  did,  and 
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1  they  are  actually  stereo  pairs.    With  stereo  pairs 

2  you  can  actually  see  depth  on  plain  photos,  and 

3  from  that  point  you  figure  out  depths,  things  like 

4  that,  based  on  other  issues. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I:    Do  you  consider 

6  your  projects  on  schedule? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  for  the 

8  projects  that  are  not  related  to  the  Main 

9  Installation  FS,  most  of  the  projects  are  on 

10  schedule,  except  for  the  Crissy  Field  sites,  and 

11  those  will  be  discussed  in  the  update  that  the 

12  Corps  is  going  to  give.    Generally  speaking,  the 

13  only  reason  those  particular  projects  are  on  the 

14  original  schedule  is  because  there  was  more 

15  contamination  than  was  originally  anticipated,  and 

16  it  just  takes  longer  to  get  it  out  of  the  ground. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  LOLL  I:     How  about 

18  financing? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    So  far,  we 

20  don't  foresee  any  problems.    Where  we  did  run  into 

21  some  cost  overrun  at  Crissy  Field,  we  were  able  to 

22  rearrange  our  budget  and  move  monies  into  the  areas 

23  of  the  highest  priority  in  order  to  address  those 

24  concerns.    At  this  point,  those  were  the  Crissy 

25  Field  sites.    I  feel  very  confident  that  we  will 
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1  disbursement  around  the  middle  of  November.  So 

2  they  reacted  very  well  to  that. 

3  As  you  know,  when  the  Army's  management 

4  agreed,  and  signed  up  to  do  the  Crissy  Field  RAP, 

5  there  was  an  original  budget  of  about  seven  and  a 

6  half  million;  that's  grown  to  about  ten  million  at 

7  this  point  in  time. 

8  We  believe  that  we  have  captured  the  full 

9  extent  of  contamination  at  this  point,  and  have  the 

10  funds  to  complete  that  project,  based  on  the 

11  schedule  that  you'll  hear  about  here  in  a  little 


12  bit. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    Thank  you  very 

14  much.    Very  good  presentation. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I  have  to  address 


16  a  portion  of  the  presentation,  which  appears  to 

17  place  blame  on  the  state  for  a  delay  in  the 

18  schedule.    I  know  we  won't  agree  on  this,  but  just 

19  for  the  record. 

20  It  is  EPA's  view  that  it  is  the  Army's 

21  request  to  hold  exclusive  meetings  --  which  we  view 

22  as  a  very  unusual  request  --  that  is  causing  the 

23  state  to  have  reservations  about  proceeding.  The 

24  state,  like  EPA,  their  view,  at  least,  as  of  my 

25  last  communication,  is  that  all  of  the  stakeholders 
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1  have  enough  money  not  only  to  finish  Crissy  Field, 

2  but  to  continue  on  with  the  other  non-Main 

3  Installation  FS  projects.    We  have  several 

4  corrective  action  plans  that  are  coming  out  in  the 

5  next  six  to  eight  months,  actually  one  that  will  be 

6  out  on  the  street  here,  the  Building  1065  CAP.  So 

7  a  lot  of  those  projects  are  on  schedule. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  LOLLI:    If  you  do  need 

9  additional  financing,  where  will  it  come  from? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  it's 

11  going  to  come  from  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

12  They  have  given  me  every  indication  that  they  are 

13  committed  to  funding  our  budget  here,  especially 

14  with  regards  to  Crissy  Field.    In  the  900s  area, 

15  for  example,  we  learned  during  that  cleanup  in  the 

16  Building  900s  area,  there  was  a  sink  problem  that 

17  was  much  more  extensive  than  what  we  originally 

18  learned.    Our  consultants  did  an  evaluation  of  that 

19  scenario  and  explained  that  we  needed  another  one 

20  and  a  half  million  dollars.    That  was  an  unplanned 

21  and  unfinanced  requirement.    I  raised  that  matter 

22  to  my  management  and  they,  essentially,  are  going 

23  to  provide  that  money  to  us.    In  fact,  they  have 

24  already  provided  a  million  dollars  of  that.  The 

25  rest  of  it  will  come  later  on  with  the  FY99 
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1  need  to  be  involved  in  the  discussions. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.    And  I 

3  would  say  that  just  as  a  point  of  distinction,  that 

4  the  Army  shares  that  view,  but  we  share  that  view 

5  to  be  done  in  pieces.    That,  in  other  words,  it's 

6  our  desire  to  establish  a  regulatory  benchmark 

7  standard  of  technical  acceptability  for  our 

8  approach,  and  then  bring  that  particular  position 

9  to  the  larger  group  of  stakeholders.    If  further 

10  negotiations  and  discussions  are  needed  to  achieve 

11  a  final  decision,  or  remedy,  or  cleanup  level,  or 

12  whatever,  that  we  could  do  that,  we  would  entertain 

13  those  discussions,  and  we're  not  unwilling  to  do 

14  that.    We  have  no  desire  to  exclude  the  other 

15  stakeholders  in  that  process. 

16  It  is  the  Army's  desire,  and  we  believe  it  is 

17  an  important  one,  to  establish  that  initial 

18  standard.    We  believe  that  there  is  a  regulatory 

19  acceptable  approach  to  cleanup  that  is  protective 

20  of  human  health  in  the  environment  that  may  not  be 

21  acceptable  to  other  stakeholders,  including  the 

22  landowner,  the  Presidio  Trust  and  the  Park  Service, 

23  or  to  the  general  public  at  large.    But  knowing 

24  what  that  standard  is,  and  knowing  what  the 

25  ultimate  cleanup  decision  would  be,  based  on 
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and  separate  day  just  to  deal  with  those  issues. 

24           If  the  Army  did  not  place  these  conditions  on 

24 

So,  yes,  it  would  essentially  be  a  third,  technical 

25  the  state,  the  meetings  would  not  have  been 
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meeting,  if  you  will,  on  a  monthly  basis,  or  more 
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1  frequently,  or,  maybe,  once  a  week  for  a  few  weeks. 
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1  will  be  able  to  make  a  reasonable  evaluation  of  our 

2  approach,  based  on  their  professional  judgment  and 

3  experience. 

4  MR.  BERMAN:    Why  doesn't  that  satisfy 

5  EPA? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  we've  had 

7  this  discussion  before,  where  the  Army  says,  "Well, 

8  the  reuse  of  this  area  is  known  and  we  feel  that  in 

9  light  of  this  information  this  is  the  appropriate 

10  remedy."    Then  we've  had  the  Trust,  or  the  Park 

11  Service,  in  particular,  because  most  of  our 

12  decision  documents  have  been,  thus  far.  Park 

13  Service  Reuse  Authority  areas.    Then  the  Park 

14  Service  will  say,  "Well,  that's  the  way  you're 

15  interpreting  it,  but  we  don't  know  where  the 

16  parking  lot  is  going  to  be  exactly;  we  haven't 

17  defined  the  perimeters;  it  will  not  serve  as  a  cap 

18  for  the  metals  that  are  in  the  soil."    I  mean, 

19  there's  an  example  of  how  we  see  this  leading  into 

20  problems. 

21  It  just  seems  to  us  to  be  so  much  simpler  to 

22  just  include  everybody  right  now,  so  that  the 

23  consensus  process  can  start  now  rather  than  going 

24  through  the  expense  of  producing  another  FS  and 

25  then  having  to  modify  it  again,  because  at  that 
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1  point,  the  reuse  authority  is  allowed  in. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Well,  as  I 

3  said,  I  would  agree  with  the  GMPA,  introducing  the 

4  FS  in  1997,  that  there  were  some  difficulties  and 

5  some  conflicts  in  Army  interpretation  with  that 

6  document. 

7  I  disagree  with  Michael's  contention  that  we 

8  don't  have  a  more  firm  clarification  of  what  the 

9  reuse  strategies  are  for  the  Presidio.    I  don't  see 

10  how  you  can  say  that  with  the  document  they 

11  submitted  to  us  in  May.    It's  very  clear,  and 

12  that's  what  we  used  to  develop  our  approaches  up  to 

13  this  point.    And  we  think  that's  adequate  to 

14  present  a  reasonable  and  what  we  believe  to  be  a 

15  feasible  approach  for  cleanup  levels  and  remedies 

16  at  the  various  sites. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     It  does  raise  a 

18  question  that  I  don't  see  the  answer  to.    If  the 

19  Army  is  so  sure  of  what  --  in  this  case,  we're 

20  talking  about  the  Main  Installation  FS  --  they 

21  want,  why  is  there  a  need  to  exclude  them? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Were  not 

23  excluding  them. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON :    I  wish  you 

25  wouldn't  say  that.    It's  unfortunate  that  you're 
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1  painting  a  picture  like  that. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    Well,  I  don't  get 

3  it,  that's  what  I'm  saying. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  again, 

5  you  know,  you  can  look  at  this  however  you  want 

6  to.    I  don't  look  at  it  the  same  way  you  do.  The 

7  way  I  look  at  it  is,  as  I've  explained,  the  Army 

8  feels  they  have  a  right  to  establish  and 

9  understand  what  is  the  regulatory  acceptable 

10  standard  for  the  cleanup  levels,  the  cleanup 

11  remedies,  the  risk-based  cleanup  approach  that 

12  we're  presenting  for  these  sites.    These  other 

13  agencies  are  not  regulators.    We  have  their  input 

14  in  the  form  of  their  comments  we  have  received  over 

15  the  course  of  the  past  year. 

16  With  that  information,  we  feel  that  we  have 

17  taken  into  consideration  all  of  the  pertinent 

18  information  to  propose  a  reasonable  approach  to 

19  things,  and  once  that  standard  is  established  and 

20  there  is  still  some  debate  as  to  the  acceptability 

21  of  that  with  the  other  stakeholders,  the 

22  nonregulatory  stakeholders,  then  we  would  attempt 

23  to  engage  them  to  try  to  achieve  some  type  of 

24  understanding  or  consensus.    As  I  said,  again,  we 

25  are  starting  to  establish  that  regulatory  standard 


1  first,  and  that's  what  we're  hoping  to  do. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Given  the  time, 

3  perhaps  we  could  take  this  subject  up  after  a  brief 

4  break. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  are  there 

6  any  other  questions? 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  I  think 

8  there  may  be  a  few,  and  I'm  just  sensing  it  could 

9  go  on  for  a  bit  longer 

10  <Break) 

11  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  there  were 

12  a  couple  of  questions  remaining  for  David. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  just  wanted  to 

14  ask  David  for  more  clarity  on  standards  that  you 

15  are  negotiating  when  you  come  to  the  larger 

16  group,  whether  those  proposed  standards  would  be 

17  really  a  point  of  departure,  an  opening  point,  or 

18  whether  you  really  see  these  as  cast  in  concrete? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  those 

20  standards  are  just  that.    We  believe  that  when  you 

21  do  a  risk-based  cleanup  approach  that  you  can 

22  interact  with  the  regulatory  technical  staff  and 

23  reach  a  technical  acceptance  on  what's  appropriate 

24  based  on  the  risk  posed  by  the  contamination  at  the 

25  various  sites.    And  that's  what  the  regulatory 
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1  first,  and  that's  what  we're  hoping  to  do. 

1 

standard  is.    Now  beyond  that,  if  the  larger 

2                         FACILITATOR  KERN:    Given  the  time. 

2 

community  does  not  view  those  to  be  acceptable. 

3  perhaps  we  could  take  this  subject  up  after  a  brief 

3 

then  we  believe  that's  largely  a  regulatory 

4  break. 

4 

responsibility  to  understand  what  those  concerns 

5                        BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  are  there 
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are,  and  to  be  able  to  negotiate  or  discuss  the 

6  any  other  questions? 

6 

impacts  of  potentially  changing  those  standards. 

7                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Well,  I  think 

7 

Once  those  standards  are  established,  it 

8  there  may  be  a  few,  and  I'm  just  sensing  it  could 
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doesn't  mean  they  can't  be  changed.    What  they  do 

9  go  on  for  a  bit  longer 
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is  represent  a  standard  of  what's  appropriate.  You 

10  (Break) 

10 

can  clean  up  to  a  standard  that's  appropriate,  and 

11                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  there  were 

11 

then  you  can  clean  up  to  some  pristine  standards. 

12  a  couple  of  questions  remaining  for  David. 

12 

And  there's  a  cost  to  doing  that.    There's  a 

13                        BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  just  wanted  to 

13 

financial  cost;  there's  a  political  cost;  there  are 

14  ask  David  for  more  clarity  on  standards  that  you 

14 

all  kinds  of  costs  associated  with  doing  that.  We 

15  are  negotiating  when  you  come  to  the  larger 

15 

don't  feel  that  it  is  appropriate  to  automatically 

16  group,  whether  those  proposed  standards  would  be 

16 

jump  to  that  final  level  without  understanding  what 

17  really  a  point  of  departure,  an  opening  point,  or 

17 

the  regulatory  standard  is  first.    So  yes,  there 

18  whether  you  really  see  these  as  cast  in  concrete? 

18 

would  be  room  for  negotiation  and  discussion  once 

19                           BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     Well,  those 

19 

the  standard  is  set,  once  the  standard  is 

20  standards  are  just  that.    We  believe  that  when  you 

20 

established,  but  we  have  to  established  that 

21  do  a  risk-based  cleanup  approach  that  you  can 

21 

standard  first. 

22  interact  with  the  regulatory  technical  staff  and 

22 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    David,  do  you 

23  reach  a  technical  acceptance  on  what's  appropriate 

23 

have  any  precedent  at  some  of  the  other  Army  bases 
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25  various  sites.    And  that's  what  the  regulatory 

25 

set  of  negotiations? 

58 

59 

1                         BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I'm 

1 

sites  we  have  done  that  here,  but  with  the  CERCLA 

2  smiling,  because  when  you  talk  about  precedent,  it 

2 

sites  we  have  not  done  that  to  the  degree  that  we 

3  actually  brings  up  the  point  of  what  Michael  and 

3 

should  have.    So  it  is  the  exact  opposite. 

4  Clare  had  mentioned  earlier,  that  somehow  what 

4 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Just  to 

5  we're  proposing  to  the  state  is  unusual,  that  it's 

5 

clarify  that  a  bit,  I  can  cite  sites  I've  worked 

6  out  of  the  ordinary,  that  it's  not  consistent  with 

6 

on,  both  federal- lease  sites  and  state- lease  sites 

7  what  goes  on  at  other  bases.    And  in  my  opinion, 

7 

within  this  state  and  outside  of  the  state.    I  know 

8  that's  completely  wrong.    In  fact,  this  goes  on  at 

8 

that  Hamilton,  like  David  mentioned,  spent  many. 

9  bases  all  the  time. 

9 

many,  many  hours  with  the  agencies,  DTSC  and  EPA. 

10           I  share  an  office  with  the  Hamilton  Program 

10 

Fort  Ord,  the  exact  same  thing.    Many,  many  hours 

11  Manager,  and  he,  in  fact,  has  meetings  with  the 

11 

without  all  the  stakeholders  involved  to  set  the 

12  regulatory  agencies  all  the  time.    The  land  use 

12 

baseline. 

13  authority  is  not  involved  in  those  meetings.  Other 

13 

I  work  at  the  Benicia  Arsenal.  I'm 

14  general  public  stakeholders  are  not  involved  in 

14 

working  with  the  DTSC,  PAO,  and  the  Water  Board. 

15  those  meetings.    And  those  persons  and  their 

15 

And  at  this  point  we're  setting  technical 

16  consultants  interact  with  the  regulators  to  do  what 

16 

protocol.    Oakland  Army  Base,  where  Romy  is  the 

17  we're  trying  to  do  here. 

17 

RPM,  the  exact  same  thing  is  going  on.    Many,  many 

18           You  can  ask  these  two  gentlemen  that  work 

18 

meetings  where  the  responsible  party,  in  this  case, 

19  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  work  on  a  lot 

19 

the  Army,  has  to  sit  down  with  the  regulatory 

20  more  sites  than  I  do.    This  is  a  very  standard 

20 

agencies  and  work  out  technical  protocol. 

21  practice.    And,  in  fact,  with  my  other 

21 

The  fact  that  we're  excluding  --  I  don't  like 

22  contemporaries  around  the  country,  it  is  very 

22 

that  term,  because  we're  not.    We've  got  to  set  the 

23  consistent  with  what  they  are  doing.    It's  unusual 

23 

baseline  first,  then  we  bring  in  the  stakeholders. 

24  that  we  have  not  done  that  here  at  the  Presidio  as 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    So  is  this  a 

25  often  as  we  should  have.    Mostly  with  the  petroleum 

25 

decision  from  higher  up  in  the  Army  to  exclude  the 
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1  involved.    What  do  you  envision  for  Part  2?  That's 

2  what  I  don't  understand. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Well,  I  think 

4  as  we  go  through  the  development  of  the  various 

5  components  of  the  Feasibility  Study,  we're  going  to 

6  achieve  some  type  of  technical  acceptability  on 

7  human  health  and  ecological  cleanup  levels  on  the 

8  groundwater  issues,  on  proposed  remedies  on  the 

9  alternatives  that  we  screen  for  various  sites. 

10  I  would  envision  that  once  we  have  achieved 

11  that  technical  acceptability  for  our  approach,  when 

12  we  present  those  at  monthly  meetings,  whether  it  be 

13  at  an  RPM  meeting,  or  here  at  the  RAB  meeting,  that 

14  RAB  members  would  have  an  opportunity  to  understand 

15  what  those  are. 

16  Should  further  discussion  be  required,  as  we 

17  stated  at  the  beginning  of  this  process,  we're  open 

18  to  attending  subcommittee  meetings,  if  necessary, 

19  to  provide  further  explanation  and  clarification. 

20  And  if  after  all  that,  the  RAB,  or  the  Park 

21  Service,  or  the  Trust,  or  any  other  general  public 

22  stakeholders  do  not  find  our  approach  to  be 

23  acceptable  to  them,  then  I  think  that  there's  a 

24  large  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  regulators 

25  to  figure  out  what  would  be  appropriate.  Because, 
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1  upon  them  heavily,  and  interacts  with  them  as  part 

2  of  doing  their  job.    So  they  and  the  Water  Board 

3  are  the  regulatory  bodies  that  we  intend  to 

4  interact  with. 

5  MS.  BEST:    I  just  want  to  say  one 

6  more  thing.    I  know  we're  not  going  to  agree  on 

7  this,  but  it  depends  on  what  you're  asked  at  other 

8  sites.    You  stated  that  at  Benicia  you're  not 

9  meeting  with  the  reuse  people,  and  at  other  sites 

10  you're  not  meeting  with  the  reuse  agency.  Here 

11  DTSC  has  specifically  been  asked  that  these  groups, 

12  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Presidio  Trust, 

13  be  part  of  the  negotiations  or  the  discussions 

14  regarding  the  perimeters  of  the  FS.    Now  when  we 

15  are  specifically  asked,  whether  it's  here,  El 

16  Torro,  Long  Beach  Naval  Station,  Fort  Ord,  we  try 

17  to  accommodate  the  reuse  agency. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    But  it's 

19  within  our  rights  to  try  to  establish  the 

20  baseline. 

21  MS.  BEST:    That's  what  we  don't 

22  understand.    That's  what  we  are  looking  into  now. 

23  Is  it  within  your  rights,  or  can  we  ask  that  you  do 

24  include  these  people  in  the  process?    But  merely  to 

25  say,  that  at  other  bases  it  isn't  done  --  it's  done 
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1  you're  going  from  a  standard  that  says  this  is 

2  what's  appropriate  based  on  a  risk  at  this  site, 

3  and  you're  asking  not  only  the  regulatory  body  but 

4  the  Army  to  do  something  that's  going  to  have 

5  significant  impacts  from  a  variety  of  different 

6  sources,  a  financial  source,  from  a  political 

7  source,  from  the  timing  source  of  ultimate  reuse  if 

8  the  remedy  takes  a  long  time  to  implement,  and 

9  things  of  this  nature.    So  all  those  things  need  to 

10  be  taken  into  consideration.    And  that's  the  point 

11  in  time  when  that  would  happen. 

12  So  if  there  was  anyone  that  had  an  idea  that 

13  the  Army  is  going  to  go  through  this  process  to 

14  produce  the  FS,  and  then  that's  the  first  time 

15  anybody  sees  it,  no,  that's  not  what  we're  talking 

16  about  here.    Folks  would  have  an  opportunity  to 

17  understand  what  our  technical  approach  is  long 

18  before  the  FS  is  published. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:     Would  that 

20  exclude,  also,  EPA,  leave  out  EPA  from  the  initial 

21  discussion,  as  well? 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.    The  EPA  is 

23  a  regulatory  body.    While  they  don't  have  signature 

24  authority  here,  they  are  in  an  advisory  capacity  as 

25  a  sister  agency  to  the  state.    The  state  relies 
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1  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Another  question 

3  over  here. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    You  mentioned 

5  where  there  are  other  sites  where  this  approach  has 

6  been  used.    What  I'm  wondering  is  on  any  of  those 

7  other  sites,  have  you  gone  through  the  process  to 

8  the  point  of  getting  the  regulatory  agent 

9  satisfied,  and  consulting  with  the  reuse  parties? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Sure, 

11  Hamilton. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    And  who  have 

13  you  consulted  with,  and  did  you  make  any  changes  to 

14  the  FS  after  consulting  with  them? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Sure,  right. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    Could  you  give 

17  me  a  little  more  description,  perhaps? 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  can't  get 

19  into  the  details  of  what  happened  at  Hamilton.  I 

20  know  at  Hamilton  there  were  certain  things  that  had 

21  been  changed  as  a  result  of  other  stakeholders. 

22  Again,  that  intent  was  to  establish  that  baseline 

23  that  the  agency  can  enforce,  and  then  from  there 

24  look  and  see  what  the  public  or  other  stakeholders 

25  want,  or  other  agencies,  want.    And  if  that  works. 
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1  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

1 

then  it's  done,  if  there's  good  reasons  for  it. 

2                         FACILITATOR  KERN:    Another  question 

2 

Fort  Ord,  I  know  they  have  had  some  problems  with 

3  over  here. 

3 

the  public  down  there,  but  the  agencies  have  gotten 

4                           BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN :     You  mentioned 

4 

back  to  them.    I  have  worked  at  Superfund  sites 

5  where  there  are  other  sites  where  this  approach  has 

5 

where  it  was  never  changed  based  on  what  the  public 

6  been  used.    What  I'm  wondering  is  on  any  of  those 

6 

wanted. 

7  other  sites,  have  you  gone  through  the  process  to 

7 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  you're  saying. 

8  the  point  of  getting  the  regulatory  agent 

8 

Roger,  that  even  with  a  lot  of  public  input 

9  satisfied,  and  consulting  with  the  reuse  parties? 

9 

sometimes  things  are  not  changed,  even  with  the 

10                            BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:  Sure, 

10 

desires  of  local  people? 

n  Hamilton. 

n 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    correct.  Ana 

\i                         BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    And  Who  nave 

id 

again,  it's  variable  from  site  to  site. 

13  you  consulted  with,  and  did  you  make  any  changes  to 

13 

i~  a  r» t  1  t  t  a  Ton    i/rmi  _        ■  _  j    .  .U.  .    ,        ,1  J    4. u  _ 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  why  would  the 

14  the  FS  after  consulting  with  them? 

14 

Army  not  want  to  deaL  with  local  input? 

15                        BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Sure,  right. 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  don't  think 

16                         BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    Could  you  give 

16 

we  said  that  we  didn't. 

17  me  a  little  more  description,  perhaps? 

17 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    But  you  didn't 

18                        BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  can't  get 

18 

make  changes  even  based  on  -- 

19  into  the  details  of  what  happened  at  Hamilton.  I 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     Like  I  have 

20  know  at  Hamilton  there  were  certain  things  that  had 

20 

said,  at  Hamilton  there  were  changes  made. 

21  been  changed  as  a  result  of  other  stakeholders. 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  LAHREN:    Doug,  do  you 

22  Again,  that  intent  was  to  establish  that  baseline 

22 

know  who  the  community  person  is  on  the  RAB  at 

23  that  the  agency  can  enforce,  and  then  from  there 

23 

Hamilton?    Because,  it  might  be  interesting  for 

24  look  and  see  what  the  public  or  other  stakeholders 

24 

some  of  us  to  talk  with  them  and  find  out  what  they 

25  want,  or  other  agencies,  want.    And  if  that  works. 

25 

have  to  say. 

66 

Of 

1                      MS.  BEST:    I  can  find  out  that 

1 

7,  East  of  Mason,  Building  979  area,  and  we  believe 

2  information  for  you.    If  you  just  give  me  your 

<L 

we  are  complete  at  640  and  643.  Although, 

3  phone  number,  I'll  get  back  to  you.    I'll  try  to 

3 

depending  on  some  sample  results,  we  may  have  to  go 

4  get  back  to  you  tomorrow. 

4 

back  and  get,  approximately,  25  tons,  something  on 

b                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

c 
D 

that  order. 

6  on  this  process?    Now  we  have  some  of  the  Status 

6 

We  are  still  excavating  at  the  Building  950, 

7  Reports. 

■7 
f 

where  we  anticipate  another  4-,uuu  to  5,uuu  tons  ot 

8                            BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     CriSSy  Field 

0 
0 

material;  as  well,  the  Crissy  Field  Rifle 

9  Remedial  Action.    Many,  or  all  of  you,  actually 

O 

y 

institute  a  Lung  me  snoreLine  wnei  e  we  diiL  itipaic, 

10  have  some  information  provided  by  IT  in  front  of 

1U 

approximately,  another  4,200  tons  for  removal . 

11  you.    It  does  go  through,  probably,  on  the  third 

1 1 

Building  924,  also  a  firing  range,  we  anticipate 

12  page,  in  a  rather  detailed  description  of  the 

12 

approximately  another  200  tons  there. 

13  number  of  tons  we've  removed  at  each  of  the  sites. 

FACILIIAIUR  K.LKN:     JUSt   LOOKing  at 

14  I  really  don't  want  to  bother  to  go  through  those 

1  / 
14 

the  Crissy  Field  Rifle  Institute,  that's  just  a 

15  details.    If  you're  interested,  you  can  look  at 

lb 

very  large  increase.    Can  you  tell  us  what 

16  those  and  see  the  original  quantities  projected, 

16 

happened? 

17  how  many  tons  we  have  removed,  and  how  many  tons  we 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  original 

18  anticipate  needing  to  remove  before  the  site  is 

18 

quantity  was  estimated  based  on  some  visual 

19  actuaLly  remediated. 

iy 

observations  of  skeet  fragments  at  the  surface.  We 

20           Probably  the  biggest  thing  to  note  with  all 

20 

had  identified  the  extent  visually.    Once  we 

21  that  is  that  the  scooped  or  original  quantity 

d\ 

started  excavating  we  found  that  there  was  a  great 

22  anticipated  went  from  23,000  tons  to  an  expected  or 

22 

amount  of  material  that  had  been  covered  up.  It 

23  anticipated  quantity  of  86,000  tons.    So  it  is 

23 

almost  looked  as  if  the  material  was  graded  at  some 

24  quite  a  bit  of  growth. 

CM 

pu  1  ilL     HI    L»  1  lllc .       ILL  UUK-cU   db    LMUUyil     I  L    was    oJJI  caU 

25           We've  completed  excavation  work  at  Fill  Site 

25 

out.    There's  no  records  of  what  actually  occurred 
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1  anticipate  those  fences  that  are  up  right  now 

2  coining  down?    It  appears  from  the  numbers  here  that 

3  you're  coming  to  the  end  of  this  remediation,  and 

4  at  that  time,  will  the  fences  come  down? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Most  of  the 

6  fences  that  are  up  right  now  are  part  of  the  Park 

7  Association's  restoration  project,  and  so  there's  a 

8  transition  going  on.    So  the  fences  that  are  up 

9  along  Mason  Street  are  primarily  those  from  the 

10  Association.    If  you  were  to  drive  along  Mason 

11  Street  you'd  see  some  interior  fencing,  and  those 

12  are  what's  left  from  the  Army's  work.    So  we're  in 

13  the  transition  period,  as  the  restoration  work  does 

14  close  off  areas  at  Crissy  Field  so  they  can  get  in 

15  and  work  on  it.    And  then  as  those  areas  are 

16  restored  and  become  a  serviceable  area,  they  will 

17  be  opened  up. 

18  One  of  the  first  areas  will  be  over  in  the 

19  DEH  area.    If  you've  driven  along  the  new  access 

20  road,  you'll  see  right  in  the  very  corner  of  the 

21  Presidio,  the  shape  of  dunes  are  beginning  to  take 

22  shape  as  the  construction  proceeds.    The  nursery 

23  plants  will  be  in  that  area  pretty  soon,  and  so 

24  you'll  see  the  very  beginnings  of  the  restoration 

25  in  certain  areas. 
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1  the  closure  report,  and  the  Army  Corps  expects  to 

2  receive  that  from  the  contractor  in  December. 

3  Probably  a  60-day  return  to  the  public,  30  to  60 

4  days.    As  Brian  mentioned,  the  Park  Service  is 

5  already  beginning  its  site  restoration  there. 

6  Next  site  on  the  list  was  the  Nike  Facility. 

7  We  have  completed  a  final  workplan  that  should  be 

8  distributed  this  week.    We  will  be  initiating 

9  remedial  activities  late  October. 

10  And  Building  680.    We  had  a  little  bit  more 

11  of  PCB  contaminated  soil  to  remove  following 

12  demolition  of  a  shed.    Excavation  of  the  residual 

13  soil  sampling,  excavation  for  confirmation  samples, 

14  as  well  as  site  restoration,  that  should  all  take 

15  place  in  October  with  a  draft  closure  report  in 

16  November. 

17  Golf  course  petroleum  site.    I  guess  to  say 

18  that  the  Army  is  more  or  less  waiting  on  some 

19  activities  by  the  Presidio  Trust  in  their 

20  redevelopment  of  the  site  before  we  can  go  in  and 

21  remove  some  additional  soil.    We've  been  in  recent 

22  communications  and  meetings  with  them,  and  things 

23  seem  to  be  going  along  pretty  well  with  them. 

24  We're  anticipating  a  January  soil  removal  time 

25  frame. 
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1  The  overall  project  on  Crissy  Field  is  going 

2  to  be  a  significant  amount  of  time  yet.    And  I 

3  believe  the  estimation  is  the  summer  of  2000,  is 

4  the  estimated  completion.    There's  still  some  time 

5  involved,  which  includes  fencing  and  a  construction 

6  site. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We  won't  be 

8  working  until  the  year  2000.    I  have  information 

9  here  that  suggests  that  some  of  these  sites  will  be 

10  in  January,  and  perhaps,  into  February, 

11  specifically,  the  937  site.    Because  of  this 

12  promenade  reroute  and  having  to  juggle  some  areas 

13  that  we  excavated,  we're  going  to  have  to  postpone 

14  some  work  at  the  937  site  until  after  we  completed 

15  the  excavation  under  the  promenade;  reroute  it, 

16  excavate  it,  rebuild  it,  and  then  we  can  go  back 

17  and  finish  our  excavation  adjacent  to  937.  Current 

18  information  indicates  we  won't  be  done  completing 

19  that  excavation  until  February. 

20  Most  of  our  longer  term  activities  are  on  the 

21  western  end  of  Crissy  Field.    That's  where  the 

22  whole  area  is  actually  our  fence  and  not  the 

23  GGNPA's  fence. 

24  Nothing  on  DEH,  which  has  been  done  for  some 

25  time.    The  only  thing  we're  working  on  right  now  is 


72 

1  Site  207/231.    My  understanding  is,  the  Draft 

2  Corrective  Action  Plan  will  be  available  in 

3  November  of  this  year,  with  a  final  estimation  of 

4  January,  1999. 

5  The  commissary.    We  had  completed  a 

6  workplan.    I  believe  that  was  a  distributed  final, 

7  and  many  of  the  stakeholders  commented  on  that.  We 

8  started  our  field  investigation,  which  included  a 

9  geophysical  survey.    At  the  present  time,  we  have 

10  postponed  that  investigation,  probably,  for  six  to 

11  eight  weeks.    The  reason  for  the  postponement  was 

12  to  redirect  funds  from  that  project  to  the  Presidio 

13  projects  so  we  could  complete  the  Crissy  Field 

14  projects.    We  thought  they  were  a  greater  priority 

15  than  completing  this  investigation.    And,  I  guess, 

16  the  anticipation,  and  what  we're  hearing  from  our 

17  funding  sources  are  that  we'll  receive  funds  late 

18  November  to  backfill  this,  so  we'll  be  able  to 

19  resume  again  in  December. 

20  MR.  BERMAN:    Just  a  minor  question. 

21  At  one  point  the  commissary  area  was  identified  as 

22  a  possible  archeological  site  for  Indian  remains. 

23  Is  there  any  further  information  on  that  at  all? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    As  part  of  our 

25  geophysical  work,  we  completed  some  work  for  the 
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1           Site  207/231.    My  understanding  is,  the  Draft 

1 

National  Park  Service  archeologist  at  his  request. 

2  Corrective  Action  Plan  will  be  available  in 

2 

That  information  was  certainly  transferred  to  their 

3  November  of  this  year,  with  a  final  estimation  of 

3 

archeologist,  and  I  have  no  doubt,  based  on  a  lot 

4  January,  1999. 

4 

of  interest  that  the  Native  Americans  here  at  the 

5          The  commissary.    We  had  completed  a 

5 

Presidio  have  provided,  we  will  probably  increase 

6  workplan.    I  believe  that  was  a  distributed  final. 

6 

some  of  our  archeological  monitoring,  that  type  of 

7  and  many  of  the  stakeholders  commented  on  that.  We 

7 

work,  when  we  do  our  commissary  excavation. 

8  started  our  field  investigation,  which  included  a 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     We  had  also 

9  geophysical  survey.    At  the  present  time,  we  have 

9 

asked  the  Army  to  provide  Native  American 

10  postponed  that  investigation,  probably,  for  six  to 

10 

monitoring. 

11  eight  weeks.    The  reason  for  the  postponement  was 

11 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other 

12  to  redirect  funds  from  that  project  to  the  Presidio 

12 

questions? 

13  projects  so  we  could  complete  the  Crissy  Field 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    When  you  are 

14  projects.    We  thought  they  were  a  greater  priority 

14 

talking  about  these  meetings  that  you  have  with  the 

15  than  completing  this  investigation.    And,  I  guess. 

15 

Presidio  Trust,  are  these  regular  meetings? 

16  the  anticipation,  and  what  we're  hearing  from  our 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  would  say 

17  funding  sources  are  that  we'll  receive  funds  late 

17 

they're  just  meetings  as  needed.    More  to 

18  November  to  backfill  this,  so  we'll  be  able  to 

18 

understand  their  contractor  schedules. 

19  resume  again  in  December. 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  GIRARDOT:    Are  these 

20                        MR.  BERMAN:    Just  a  minor  question. 

20 

meetings  open  to  the  public  if  the  public  wants  to 

21  At  one  point  the  commissary  area  was  identified  as 

21 

go?    Is  the  public  excluded? 

22  a  possible  archeological  site  for  Indian  remains. 

22 

MS.  REACKHOF:    No.    Actually,  I've 

23  Is  there  any  further  information  on  that  at  all? 

23 

been  meeting  with  Bruce  and  the  golf  course  team 

24                             ROARDMFMRFR  HANDFI •     Aq  Bart  nf  our 

24 

from  Arnold  Palmer  to  find  out  how  we  can  work 

1  1   Will     t\\   IIV/LViJ     r  U  l  IIIC  1                      1    1  1  IU      WU  t.      IIWH      PI  V-      I#B1  1      M  VJ  1 

25  geophysical  work,  we  completed  some  work  for  the 

25 

together  to  get  the  excavation  activities  of  the 
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1  Army  filled,  and  them  working  along  with  us  as  they 

1 

75 

analysis? 

2  construct  the  clubhouse.    So  it  is  just  a  matter  of 

2 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Whatever  they 

3  normal  meetings  that  we  have  for 

3 

negotiate  with  the  regulators. 

4  constructed- related  issues. 

4 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  next  topic. 

5                         BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    We're  kind  of  at 

5 

6.C,  Remedial  Project  Managers  Meeting. 

6  a  difficult  place  there.    They  are  using  a  small 

6 

The  meeting  did  not  occur  today.    The  meeting 

7  building  for  an  office  for  their  construction,  as 

7 

was  canceled.    I  have  a  comment  about  cancellation 

8  well  as  the  parking  area  for  all  the  patrons.  That 

8 

of  the  meeting,  but  I  can  withhold  that  if  anybody 

9  is  a  specific  area  that  needs  to  be  excavated. 

9 

else  has  any  comments  about  that. 

10  They  are  currently  using  that  area  until  such  time 

10 

My  comment  is  these  are  sort  of  a  regular 

11  they  can  identify  another  one. 

11 

ongoing  opportunity  to  communicate  our  concerns  to 

12                         BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Bruce,  have 

12 

the  Army,  as  well  as  them  sharing  plans  with  a 

13  you  had  a  chance  to  review  this  Coast  Guard 

13 

variety  of  the  stakeholders.    I  would  encourage  the 

14  report? 

14 

Army  to  continue  to  have  those  meetings.    If  you 

15                        BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  looked  at  it 

15 

would  like  more  directed  input  on  agenda  items,  we 

16  for  about  five  minutes. 

16 

would  certainly  provide  that.    We  haven't  really  in 

17                       BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Any  conclusion 

17 

the  past,  mostly  because  it's  been  your  meeting, 

18  on  what  applies  for  the  rest  of  the  cleanup,  or  is 

18 

basically,  as  far  as  the  agenda.    I  think  we  got 

19  there  more  investigation  after  this?    Are  they  not 

19 

the  notice  of  it  late,  the  cancelation  of  it  fairly 

20  really  certain? 

20 

late,  so  I  don't  know  if  you  know  that  some  people 

21                        BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  conclusions 

21 

actually  showed  up  to  the  meeting  because  it  was 

22  stated  exactly  what  they  found,  and  I  believe,  it's 

22 

canceled  so  late. 

23  on  water  samples. 

23 

I  understand  the  BCT  meeting  was  also 

24                        BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  it's  the 

canceled.    These  are  opportunities  for  regulators 

25  Coast  Guard's  responsibility  to  do  further 

25 

and  various  stakeholders  to  give  input  about  their 
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78 

1  opinion,  also,  to  Jim  Meadows,  and  have  shown  him 

1 

2  all  the  backup  for  that.    Their  concerns  are  also 

2 

3  the  same.    Processes  seem  to  be  stopping,  and  no 

3 

4  meetings  seem  to  be  happening,  and  I  think  they 

4 

5  would  be  looking  to  put  a  letter  in  on  that. 

5 

6                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

6 

7  on  that?    No.  7,  Review  of  Action  Items  and 

7 

REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 

8  November  Agenda  Items.    Anybody  have  anything  at 

8 

9  this  time?    Otherwise,  we  can  get  those  to  Mark,  so 

9 

10  we  can  have  input  on  the  agenda.    Any  other 

10 

I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 

11  announcements  any  or  items? 

11 

the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 

12           Thanks  to  everyone  for  attending  tonight. 

12 

the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 

13  Meeting  adjourned. 

13 

within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full. 

14 

14 

true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 

15 

15 

notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 

16 

16 

17 

17 

18 

18 

Dated:     At  San  Francisco,  California  this 

19 

19 

day  of                 ,  1998 

20 

20 

21 

21 

22 

22 

23 

23 

Elizabeth  Valstad 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Good  evening, 

2  everyone.    This  is  the  November  meeting  of  the 

3  Presidio  San  Francisco  Restoration  Advisory  Board. 

4  I'd  Like  to  welcome  the  Army  and  their  contractors 

5  tonight,  members  of  the  regulatory  community,  RAB 

6  community  members,  people  from  the  City,  and  any 

7  members  of  the  public  to  hear  the  topics  that  we're 

8  talking  about  at  tonight's  meeting. 

9  Has  everyone  had  a  chance  to  get  a  copy  of 

10  tonight's  agenda?    Are  there  any  changes  or 

11  additions  to  tonight's  agenda?    Any  announcements? 

12  Old  business?    We're  on  No.  4,  the  Committee 

13  Reports. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     I  missed  the 

15  committee  meeting  this  month.     I  believe  JuLie 

16  volunteered  to  give  the  report. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  we  had 

18  our  meeting  on  October  27th,  at  the  Presidio 

19  Alliance  Building,  and  we  discussed  several  topics, 

20  as  usual.  One  was  an  update  on  Crissy  Field.  I 
,21  guess  things  are  happening  so  quickly  at  Crissy 

22  Field,  and  one  advantage  of  the  committee  is  you 

23  get  an  update  every  two  weeks,  combined  with  the 

24  update  that  you  get  here  at  the  RAB. 

25  We  also  talked  to  the  regulatory 
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1  representatives  there,  and  got  an  update  on  what's 

2  happening  with  lead  and  hexavalent  chromium. 

3  We  continued  to  talk  about  the  possibility  of 

4  a  TAPP  grant,  so  that's  still  in  the  works. 

5  The  thing  we  spent  the  most  time  on  is  the 

6  subject  that's  a  pressing  concern  to  us  on  the  RAB 

7  right  now,  which  is  the  Feasibility  Study  RAP 

8  process  for  the  Main  Installation,  which,  of 

9  course,  we've  been  thinking  about  for  quite  a 

10  while,  since  we  submitted  our  comments  in  September 

11  of  1997.    So  we  talked  about  where  things  were 

12  there  as  far  as  we  know. 

13  One  thing  that  happened  recently,  the  State 

14  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  had  written  a  letter 

15  to  the  Army  expressing  concern  about  the  plan  to 

16  start  the  discussion  process  with  only 

17  representatives  of  regulatory  agencies,  and  not 

18  with  representatives  of  the  Park  Service,  the 

19  Trust,  and  RAB  until  later.    And  in  addition,  we 

20  learned  that  the  Trust  and  the  Park  Service  had 

21  also  written  a  joint  letter  expressing  concern. 

22  And  we,  at  the  Main  Installation  Committee,  also 

23  felt  concern  about  this,  and  we  talked  about  our 

24  writing  a  letter  as  well,  just  to  get  our  views  on 

25  the  record. 
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At  the  meeting  we  went  over  a  draft  of  our 
iroposed  letter,  and  I  have  copies  of  it  tonight, 
ihich  I'd  like  to  pass  around.    Ue  want  to 
smphasize  that  it's  still  a  draft.    We  would  be 
telighted  to  see  if  anybody  has  any  initial 
:omments  on  it  now;  if  we  feel  ready  to  give  it  a 
stamp  of  approval  now,  or  if  the  committee  should 
vork  on  it  more.    We  can  circulate  it  by  Email,  as 
rfe've  done  with  many  other  documents  in  the  past. 
Perhaps,  after  we've  had  a  minute  to  look  at  it,  we 
can  discuss  what  we  think  of  it,  how  to  proceed 
with  it. 

Does  anyone  have  any  thoughts?    Any  members 
of  the  community  part  of  the  RAB  have  any  thoughts 
oh  this  letter?   We  don't  have  a  quorum,  so  I  don't 
think  we  can  vote  to  send  it  right  now. 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    My  understanding 
is  that  the  National  Contingency  Plan  requires 
community  involvement  and  support  for  the  course  of 
action;  that  would  be  an  important  paragraph  to  put 
in  this  letter. 

BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  would  suggest 
that  you  might  want  to  "cc"  Tony  Landis  and  Stan 
Philippe.    Tony  is  Stan's  boss,  and  Stan  is  the 
head  of  the  Office  of  Federal  Facilities  for  the 
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on  consideration  from  other  stakeholders,  then 
i  we're  willing  to  have  that  negotiation. 
5  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Can  you  explain 

i  why  you  wouldn't  want  the  RAB  and/or  the  other 
5  stakeholders  in  the  discussion  with  the  regulators 
S  as  to  what  the  baseline  should  be? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  because  I 

8  think  that  when  you're  evaluating  remedies  and 

9  feasibility  of  those  remedies,  that  there  are 

0  technical  issues  that  are  involved  with  that,  and 

1  those  technical  issues  are  ones  where  we've  hired 

2  experts  to  develop  and  propose,  and  the  regulatory 

3  agencies  have  staff  of  technical  experts  to 

14  evaluate  whether  or  not  what  we're  doing  makes 

15  sense  from  an  engineering  standpoint  and  scientific 

16  standpoint,  that  type  of  thing.    Those  types  of 

17  decisions  or  determinations,  of  whether  our 

18  particular  approach  is  acceptable  or  meets  within 

19  the  regulations,  should  fall  within  the  authority 

20  of  the  regulators. 

21  The  other  stakeholders  here  at  the  Presidio 

22  are  not  regulatory  agencies.    They  are  not  versed 

23  in  the  regulations;  they're  not  experts  in  the 

24  regulations,  and  in  many  cases,  they  don't  have  the 

25  technicat  expertise  to  make  those  determinations, 
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1  State  of  California. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    On  the  issue 

3  about  the  National  Contingency  Plan,  there  are  nine 

4  criteria  that  must  be  measured  against  your 

5  proposed  remedies,  and  one  of  those  includes 

6  community  acceptance.    And  then  the  State  of 

7  California  has  their  version  of  these  nine 

8  criteria;  actually,  I  think  it's  six,  essentially 

9  saying  the  same  thing.    So  yes,  that's  a  component 

10  of  the  National  Contingency  plan,  as  she  stated; 

11  that's  correct. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    So  is  the 

13  position  that  the  Army  is  taking,  with  respect  to 

14  the  involvement  of  the  RAB,  in  conformance  with 

15  that,  or  is  it  acting  outside  those  criteria? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  believe  that 

17  the  strategy  that  we're  proposing  does  conform  with 

18  the  NCP,  because  we're  not  seeking  to  make  the 

19  cleanup  decision  with  the  regulatory  agencies. 

20  We're  seeking  to  establish  a  regulatory  standard  or 

21  benchmark,  or  to  understand  if  our  particular 

22  approach  is  technically  acceptable.  And 

23  afterwards,  we  have  the  intention  of  involving  the 

24  other  stakeholders,  and  if  it  is  determined  that 

25  the  regulatory  standards  should  be  modified,  based 
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1  but  the  regulatory  agencies  do.    The  other 

2  stakeholders  have  valuable  input  to  the  process, 

3  and  it's  the  Army's  opinion,  that  comes 

4  afterwards. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  I  would, 

6  obviously,  beg  to  differ  with  regard  to  the 

7  expertise  around  the  table,  familiarity  with 

8  regulations,  and  whatnot.    My  concern  doesn't  lay 

9  with  the  NCP,  and  whether  or  not  this  falls  within 

10  the  NCP,  because  there  are  colorful  arguments  each 

11  way. 

12  I  think  our  concern  is,  when  do  we  get  a 

13  chance  to  look  at  these  new  standards?    I  don't 

14  know;  from  what  I  understand,  we  haven't  seen  any 

15  technical  data  to  backup  any  of  these  discussions. 

16  And  that's  what  I'm  concerned  about,  is  seeing  the 

17  technical  data  that  supports  the  proposal  from  the 

18  Army.    I  think  there  is  enough  skill  around  the 

19  table.    Certainly,  the  RAB  does  have  access  to 

20  additional  expertise  to  look  at  the  proposal  and 

21  analyze  the  proposal. 

22  The  bottom  line  is  that  the  state  decides  to 

23  agree  with  the  Army,  and  we  don't  concur.    We  have 

24  recourse  to  challenge  that  anyway.    So  that's  a 

25  fundamental  right  that  we  have  as  community 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
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1  members.    So  that's  where  I  think  the  rubber  hits 

2  the  rubber,  Dave.    You  propose  something,  and  the 

3  agency  agrees  with  you,  and  our  staff  and  our 

4  technical  people  disagree;  we  challenge  it.    It  may 

5  end  up  like  Fort  Ord,  where  the  Army  just  signed  a 

6  consent  degree  where  the  UXO  Sheet  was  not  supposed 

7  to  be  included  in  the  remedial  investigation,  in 

8  the  Feasibility  Study,  and  the  Army  just  lost  big 

9  time  on  that.    So  we  can  do  it  a  number  of 

10  different  ways. 

11  BOARDHEMBER  O'HARA:     I'm  somewhat 

12  concerned,  David,  because  we'll  not  be  getting  any 

13  input,  directly,  for  your  baseline  standard  from 

14  the  people  that  are  left  with,  or  have  the  ultimate 

15  responsibility  for  the  property  itself,  and  the  use 

16  of  the  property.    And  I  think  that  you  can  talk 

17  about  baseline  standards,  but  doing  it  in  a  vacuum 

18  without  input  from  individuals  who  will  be 

19  operating  the  property  and  giving  their  opinion  as 

20  to  what  levels  of  cleanup  are  acceptable, 

21  notwithstanding  the  technical  expertise  that  you 

22  have  available  to  you;  they're  your  technicians. 

23  I  would  suggest  very  strongly  that  it's 

24  really  in  the  Army's  best  interest  to  have  input 

25  from  the  stakeholders,  all  of  the  stakeholders,  to 
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1  formulate  your  baseline.    I  would  think  that  the 

2  stakeholders  have  that  right.    And  my  sense  is  the 

3  Army  is  leaving  itself  open  for  a  tremendous  amount 

4  of  criticism. 

5  As  a  practical  matter,  I  can  understand  why 

6  you  would  want  to  speed  this  process  up,  but 

7  realistic  speaking,  I  think  you're  leaving  yourself 

8  wide  open,  and  you're  denying  those  people  who  have 

9  the  responsibility  for  oversight;  like  the  RAB 

10  does,  or  the  Trust,  or  the  Department  of  the 

11  Interior;  it's  their  property.    My  sense  is  they 

12  have  a  right  to  generate  input  for  your  baseline. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  you're 

14  right,  I  agree  that  they  have  that  right.    And  in 

15  our  opinion,  what  we're  talking  about  with  our 

16  strategy,  we're  not  denying  them  that  right.  What 

17  we're  doing  is  asking  the  regulators  to  do  their 

18  job  and  to  regulate.    For  example,  the  regulations 

19  that  govern  landfills.    Do  you  know  anything  about 

20  the  regulations  that  govern  landfills?  Perhaps 

21  not,  perhaps  you  do. 

22  The  Integrated  Waste  Management  Board,  which 

23  is  a  subagency  of  DTSC,  is  the  agency  that  has 

24  regulatory  oversight  of  landfill  issues.    We  expect 

25  to  get  an  understanding  from  that  agency,  and  what 
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1  is  the  appropriate  thing  to  do  with  the  landfills 

2  at  the  Presidio,  since  they  do  that  for  landfills 

3  all  over  the  State  of  California.    And  whatever 

4  rule  the  Water  Board  may  plan  to  give  their  input, 

5  as  well.    That's  their  job.    They  should  be  able  to 

6  give  us  that  regulatory  guidance,  and  to  understand 

7  what  are  the  regulations  that  we  need  to  meet  with 

8  regards  to  our  cleanup. 

9  At  the  end  of  that  scenario,  that 

10  hypothetical  scenario,  if  the  landowners  have  this 

11  right  to  have  their  input  come  in  and  say,  "Well, 

12  notwithstanding  these  regulations,  here  are  our 

13  concerns  related  to  the  landfills."    And  that 

14  results  in  some  negotiation  beyond  the  standards, 

15  the  minium  standards,  of  what  must  be  done  based  on 

16  the  regulations,  then  that's  what  we  do,  we 

17  negotiate  at  that  point.    But  we  can  reach  an 

18  understanding  from  the  regulatory  standpoint  what 

19  that  initial  standard  is.    What  do  the  regulations 

20  say  we  should  do?    And  then  we  have  to  negotiate 

21  something  beyond  that,  then  we  do  that. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    My  sense,  David, 

23  is  that  the  Trust  may  want  their  own  experts 

24  available  for  the  process  of  determining  the 

25  baseline  at  the  time  that  you  are  discussing  these 
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1  matters  with  the  regulators.    And  there  could  very 

2  well  be  a  difference  of  opinion  at  the  time  of  -- 

3  between  an  expert  hired  by  the  Trust,  or  anybody 

4  else  that's  a  stakeholder,  and  the  regulators  in 

5  establishing  the  baseline. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that  may 

7  very  well  be  true.    But  in  our  opinion,  that  step 

8  shouldn't  happen  until  after  the  regulators  do 

9  their  job  and  regulate.    If  that  were  the  case, 

10  then  what  would  we  need  regulators  for?  We 

11  wouldn't  need  them.    They  shouldn't  have  any 

12  oversight  if  they're  not  going  to  regulate  or 

13  perform  their  duty  to  regulate. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  understand. 

15  But  the  regulators  are  operating  with  what  kind  of 

16  standard  to  begin  with?    It  seems  to  me,  that  the 

17  owners  of  the  property  are  the  best  individuals  or 

18  the  best  groups  to  make  a  determination  of  what  the 

19  use  will  be  and  what  the  acceptable  levels  of 

20  cleanup  are  at  the  time  that  baseline  standards  are 

21  being  set,  not  after  they've  been  set  and  then  have 

22  to  argue  them. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  again, 

24  we're  not  talking  about  making  a  decision,  we  are 

25  establishing  what  the  regulatory  standard  is,  and 
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there's  a  difference.    I  think  the  decision  is 
something  that's  negotiable.    I  think  the 
regulatory  standard  is  something  that's  set  forth 
in  the  regulations,  and  also  based  on  the  expertise 
of  the  regulatory  staff  to  determine  what  that 
standard  is. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  I  think 
one  point  that's  worth  remembering  is  that  the  DTSC 
itself  has  expressed  concerns  about  this  process. 
So  our  view  at  the  Main  Installation  Committee  is 
that  we  would  like  to  get  our  views  on  the  record, 
along  with  those  of  the  DTSC,  the  Trust,  and  the 
Park  Service. 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You're  welcome 

to  do  that. 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    I  think  what 
I'd  like  to  proposed,  unless  anybody  has  more 
comments,  is  that  the  Main  Installation  Committee 
expeditiously  sent  out  a  draft  tonight  by  Email  and 
other  methods,  and  that  we  encourage  people  to 
decide  if  they  would  like  to  add  their  names,  and 
then  try  to  send  it  in  as  quickly  as  we  can. 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Could  I  ask  if 
the  Park  Service  or  Trust  has  any  comment? 

MS.  REACHKOF:    Well,  we  have 
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1  consistently  stated  that  we  wanted  to  see  a 

2  consensus  process,  and  Park  Service  and  the  Trust 

3  have  recently  --  which  the  RAB  should  have  received 

4  --  issued  a  letter  in  support  of  DTSC  and  EPA 

5  stating  that  they  wouldn't  only  want  to  meet,  they 

6  didn't  want  to  meet  separately  with  the  Army,  that 

7  they  wanted  to  meet  as  a  unified  front  in 

8  supporting  the  regulatory  agencies.    So  we  have 

9  gone  on  record  and  said  that  for  our  stand. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Is  there  a  line 

11  in  the  sand  developing  here,  or  how  does  this  move 

12  forward? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    At  this  point, 

14  Army  management  is  going  to  meet  with  DTSC 

15  management  by  conference  call  on  Thursday  in  an 

16  effort  to  try  and  resolve  this  stalemate;  so  that's 

17  the  next  step  within  the  management  chain  in  terms 

18  of  a  way  to  resolve  this. 

19  All  the  opinions  that  have  been  presented 

20  here  in  the  last  few  minutes  are  the  same  opinions 

21  that  have  been  presented  for  the  last  90  days, 

22  essentially.    We're  kind  of  going  around  in  circles 

23  on  that  matter. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Okay,  thank 

25  you. 
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BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  just  wanted  to 
dovetail  on  something  else.    There  will  be  a  chance 
in  December  to  talk  with  DTSC  about  this  in 
Sacramento.    The  National  RAB  Caucus  is  trying  to 
get  together  with  DTSC  folks  to  bring  RAB  people  up 
to  Sacramento  and  have  a  discussion  with  them  about 
a  wide  variety  of  similar  issues  that  are  going  on 
at  Mare  Island  and  other  locations,  so  we  can  see 
whether  or  not  we  can  get  some  alternative  action. 
It  appears  as  though  there's  a  lot  of  pressure  at  a 
variety  of  installations  to  come  to  agreements  in 
this  next  period  of  time  for  a  number  of  reasons. 
There's  some  speculation  about  the  change  in  the 
governorship  and  the  legislature.    The  negotiation 
process  is  ripening,  in  terms  of  the  transfer  at 
other  installations,  and  so  I  think  community  folks 
around  the  state  are  deepLy  concerned  about  the  way 
folks  are  increasingly  cut  out  of  the  process. 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    Anything  else? 
Any  other  comments  for  Julie? 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:     I  think  it's 
important  to  mention  that  the  next  committee 
meeting  is  Tuesday,  November  24th,  very  close  to 
Thanksgiving.    The  meeting  will  be  at  the  Presidio 
Alliance  Building  563,  and  I  encourage  all  the  RAB 
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1  members,  and  anyone  else  who's  interested,  to 

2  come.    It's  a  very  good  chance  to  talk  about  issues 

3  in  more  depth,  and  to  informally  ask  questions  of 

4  representatives  and  the  regulatory  agencies. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Also,  the 

6  December  meeting  is  usually  moved  up  one  week  to 

7  avoid  conflict  with  Christmas  week,  so  that  would 

8  make  the  December  committee  meeting  on  December 

9  15th. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    No.  5,  discussion 

11  of  the  EPA  Lead  Rule. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  have  some 

13  material  here  that  I  brought  for  the  RAB. 

14  What  is  going  on  is,  EPA  is  in  the  process  of 

15  setting  the  standard  for  lead-base  paint  hazards 

16  under  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act.    A  number 

17  of  us  have  a  substantial  amount  of  concern  about 

18  this  regulation,  proposed  regulation. 

19  The  standard  that  they  are  calling  for  is 

20  2000  parts  per  million.    Current  guidelines  call 

21  for  cleanup  or  institutional  controls  when  soil 

22  concentrations  reach  400  parts  per  million  where 

23  children  play. 

24  Since  this  is  a  rather  significant  leap  in 

25  the  allowable  levels  of  lead  in  soil,  the  EPA  did  a 
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1  number  of  things  that  we  have  quite  a  bit  of 

2  concern  about  with  regards  to  the  promulgation  of 

3  this  new  standard  to  abandon  its  best  health-base 

4  model  for  lead  exposure,  which  is  something  called 

5  the  Integrated  Environmental  Uptake  and  Biokenetic 

6  Model. 

7  It  substituted  cost-benefited  analysis, 

8  coming  to  the  opinion  that  it's  too  expensive  to 

9  protect  somewhere  in  the  order  of  68,000  children  a 

10  year  in  the  next  50  years  from  exposures  to  levels 

11  of  lead  that  can  cause  brain  damage. 

12  This  is  going  to  be  most  significant  in  two 

13  areas.    One  is  on  federal  property,  because  the 

14  feds  are  the  only  ones  under  this  process;  they're 

15  required  to  abate.    And  two,  it's  going  to  have  a 

16  significant  impact  on  communities  of  color  and  the 

17  poor,  obviously. 

18  So  there  is  going  to  be  a  hearing,  Friday, 

19  December  4,  at  the  Grand  Hyatt  in  San  Francisco,  at 

20  Union  Square.    The  hearing  begins  at  9:00  in  the 

21  morning  and  goes  to  2:30.    That's  a  public 

22  workshop,  the  EPA  calls  it.    They're  going  to  have 

23  a  number  of  experts  talking  about  their 

24  perspectives  on  lead  hazards.    One  of  my  staff 

25  people  is  going  to  be  participating  in  one  of  the 
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1  panels  on  this. 

2  From  3:30  to  5:00  there's  going  to  be  public 

3  comment;  then  a  short  dinner  break.    Then  from  6:00 

4  to  9:00,  there's  going  to  be  public  comment. 

5  We're  working  with  a  coalition  of 

6  organizations  on  this  issue,  and  we  are  going  to 

7  generate  a  significant  amount  of  public  comment. 

8  We  encourage  all  the  RAB  members  to  take  a  look  at 

9  the  proposed  standard,  take  a  look  at  our 

10  comments.    Mark  has  generously  uploaded  the  full 

11  text,  approximately  27  pages  of  comment  on  the 

12  website;  we're  very  grateful  for  that.    It's  also 

13  available  on  the  Rural  Alliance  for  Military 

14  Accountability  website;  accutec.com.    Mark's  is  a 

15  fairly  easy  one  to  access.    There's  a  lively  debate 

16  going  on  at  the  Senate  for  Public  Environmental 

17  Oversight,  discussion  on  that,  as  well. 

18  But  all  of  us  are  deeply  concerned  about  what 

19  the  standard  does,  particularly,  for  installations 

20  like  the  Presidio.    We  are  concerned  that  what  this 

21  regulation  does,  is  it  ultimately  regulates  away 

22  all  the  agreements  that  we've  been  able  to 

23  negotiate  on  various  bases  with  regard  to 

24  residential  lead  cleanup,  since  it  averages  the 

25  levels  of  lead  allowable  in  backyards. 
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1  So,  for  example,  2000  parts  per  million. 

2  It's  just  the  average  of  what  you  would  find  in  a 

3  backyard.    You  could  have  10,000  parts  per  million 

4  in  one  portion  of  the  backyard,  and  there's  700  on 

5  the  other  side,  that  would  average  the  whole 

6  thing.    And  so  you  can  come  out  with  areas  where 

7  kids  play  that  would  be  quite  substantially 

8  dangerous  to  those  kids.    And  the  EPA  does,  even  in 

9  its  own  material,  admit  this  would  cause 

10  substantial  damage  to  children  over  time.    So  it's 

11  a  rather  significant  departure  from  their  past 

12  points  of  view. 

13  This  was  negotiated  during  the  entire  time 

14  RAB  members  were  talking  to  their  various  base 

15  environmental  coordinators  about  the  status  of  the 

16  lead  negotiations.    The  Department  of  the  Army  had 

17  two  people  participating  in  the  actual  working 

18  group  that  was  discussing  the  amendment  to  the 

19  Toxic  Substances  Control,  or  the  setting  of  the 

20  standard  of  the  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act, 

21  during  this  entire  time,  and  we  haven't  heard  much 

22  from  the  military  about  it. 

23  The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  is  a  prime 

24  mover  in  this,  as  well.    And  there  was  the  general 

25  feeling  presented  by  a  number  of  the  people  in  the 
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1  military  that  it  was  an  unfair  standard  that  the 

2  federal  facilities  were  the  only  ones  that  would 

3  have  to  comply  with  lead  remediation;  therefore, 

4  they  were  not  having  to  do  anything  that  industry 

5  does  not  have  to  do.    On  the  other  hand,  they  are 

6  the  federal  government,  and  one  would  assume  that 

7  they  would  rise  to  a  higher  standard.    I  think 

8  we've  been  disappointed  with  those  standards. 

9  I  just  want  to  point  out,  that  the  way  the 

10  packet  is  organized,  you  have  a  fact  sheet  in  the 

11  front,  and  the  next  thing  is  the  Army  Guidance  for 

12  Lead-based  Paint  Hazard  Management. 

13  Now  I  want  to  stress  that  the  public  comment 

14  period  has  been  extended  to  December  30th. 

15  Nevertheless,  when  you  look  at  this  August  14, 

16  1998,  DOD  Standard,  or  Army  Guidelines  for 

17  Implementing,  you  see,  in  fact,  that  the  Army  is 

18  having  a  case  of  premature  implementation.    For  the 

19  first  time  I've  ever  seen  it,  they're  actually 

20  moving  ahead  quite  aggressively  to  comply  with  this 

21  regulation,  even  before  it's  actually  finalized. 

22  And  you  can  see  on  Page  4  of  4,  Item  3,  "Abate 

23  lead-based  paint  hazards  in  paint,  dust  and  bare 

24  soil  in  accordance  with  the  HUD  Guidelines, 

25  (reference  a)  in  addition,  the  MACOM  or  transferee 
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1  will  abate  bare  soil  with  lead  levels  higher  than 

2  2000  parts  per  million."    So  people  are  actually 

3  moving  to  implement  this  now  as  we  speak,  even 

4  though  it  is  not  finalized  with  the  current 

5  guidance,  which  is  400  parts  per  million. 

6  The  last  page  is  an  article  in  a  science 

7  magazine  that  was  produced  by  a  pediatrician  from 

8  the  Children's  Medical  Hospital  Center  in 

9  Cincinnati,  Ohio.    It's  a  very  well  written 

0  article,  and  I  would  encourage  everybody  to  read 

1  it. 

2  Please,  come  to  the  hearings.    This  is  your 

3  opportunity.    This  is  one  of  the  RABs  that  have 

4  done  some  of  the  most  work  on  lead  issues,  and 

5  folks  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  looking  at  this 

6  issue.    I  would  really  encourage  you  to  come  out  to 

7  the  hearing  and  speak.    One  of  the  things  that 

8  you'll  need  to  do  is  register  in  advance  for  the 

9  hearing;  the  information  on  the  back  of  the  flyer 
!0  will  let  you  know  where  to  go  and  who  to  call  for 
!1  preserving  a  slot  for  speaking. 

!2  BOARDMEHBER  HOOPER:      What  is  the 

!3  projected  figure  for  cleanup  on  current  standards? 
!4  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  that's  kind 

!5  of  funky.    Our  economist/planner  has  gone  all  over 
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1  those  numbers,  and  the  number  that  we  basically  see 

2  right  now  will  come  out  to  meet  the  kind  of 

3  guidelines  that  would  come  out  to  cost  about  $48 

4  per  child  in  the  affected  communities.    But  we 

5  don't  have  enough  money  for  that,  according  to  the 

6  Environmental  Protection  Agency.    The  total  number 

7  is  somewhere  around  $100  billon,  but  that's  spent 

8  over  50  years,  and  so  the  actual  annualized  cost  is 

9  quite  low.    And  when  you  compare  it  with  the  cost 

10  of  providing  health  care,  remedial  education,  and  a 

11  wide  variety  of  other  services  required  for 

12  children  that  have  been  harmed  by  lead,  we  believe 

13  that  the  cost  analyses  did  not  include  those  kinds 

14  of  data  points,  and  we're  very  concerned  about  it. 

15  We  brought  alL  the  models,  many  times  --  in  fact,  I 

16  just  left  my  staff  and  they  were  rerunning  those 

17  models  --  to  establish  what  would  be  a  reasonable 

18  level. 

19  Arc  is  also  developing  a  counter  proposal, 

20  and  we  expect  to  have  that  counter  proposal 

21  endorsed  by  the  majority  of  the  environmental 

22  public  health  organizations  in  the  United  States  by 

23  the  end  of  the  public  comment  period.    And  if  we 

24  have  to  go  to  Congress  for  an  amendment  to  fight 

25  this  back,  we  will. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Tell  me  a  little 

2  bit  more  about  the  50-year  limit. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    As  people  move 

4  out  of  apartments,  as  they  discover  buildings  with 

5  lead  hazards,  you  abate  them  when  there  are 

6  children  that  are  sensitive- receptor  age  that  can 

7  be  exposed  to  the  problem.    So  the  50-year  time 

8  line  is  basically  the  time  line  that  they're 

9  looking  at  in  terms  of  total  abatement  for  these 

10  problems. 

11  It's  not  just  lead  in  soil.    The  rule  deals 

12  with  lead  in  paint,  lead  dust,  lead  hazard  on  bare 

13  floors.    It  does  not  deal  with  lead  hazards  in 

14  carpeting,  which  we  think  is  an  important  issue 

15  that  we  need  to  deal  with.    There  are  other  issues 

16  about  how  lead  in  paint  is  counted.    We're  not 

17  clear  as  to  whether  or  not  they're  looking  at  lead 

18  wearing  off  staircases  that  were  painted  with  lead 

19  paint  and  then  carried  around  the  house.    And  while 

20  this  may  seem  like  minutiae,  this  is  fairly 

21  important  minutiae. 

22  EPA  does  say  that  children  exposed  to  this 

23  level  of  lead  will  have  significant  problems.  In 

24  fact,  the  400  parts  per  million  threshold,  you  are 

25  already  seeing  impacts  of  lead  contamination  in  the 
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1  body.    Even  the  current  guidelines  are  not  as 

2  protective. 

3  California  --  and  Romy  can  correct  me  if  I  am 

4  wrong  --  is  looking  at  350  parts  per  million  in 

5  some  situations  as  an  exposure  of  levels.  The 

6  State  of  California  also  considers  levels  of 

7  concentrations  of  lead  in  soil  at  1000  parts  per 

8  million  to  be  hazardous  materials. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    You're  correct 

10  in  saying  our  screening  level  is  lower  than  the 

11  EPA's,  which  is  400  parts  per  million.    This  is 

12  just  a  screening  number,  not  a  final  cleanup 

13  number.    I  think  we  kind  of  develop  a  number  that 

14  is  based  on  residential,  which  is  400  parts  per 

15  million.    The  1000  parts  per  million  is  defined  as 

16  hazardous  for  disposal  under  Title  22. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    So  as  you  can 

18  see,  the  State  of  California  has  quite  a  different 

19  point  of  view  about  the  impacts  of  this.    And  of 

20  course,  again,  let's  be  really  clear  about  who's 

21  going  to  get  hurt;  it's  going  to  be  the  poor;  it's 

22  going  to  be  people  of  color;  it's  going  to  be 

23  people  in  Bayview;  it's  going  to  be  people  in  West 

24  Oakland;  people  in  East  Oakland;  people  in 

25  Richmond,  and  people  who  move  onto  federal 
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1  facilities. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    On  the  cover 

3  page  there's  statistics  that  I  don't  quite 

4  understand.    It's  Paragraph  5,  on  the  cover  page. 

5  It  says:    "Eighteen  to  25  homes  have  lead  in  excess 

6  of  the  proposed  standards  exposing  48,000  to  68,000 

7  children  per  year  to  harm."    How  do  you  tie  those 

8  two  numbers  together? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  that  comes 

10  out  of  EPA's  own  information.    And  that's  based  on 

11  pre  1960  housing,  as  I  understand  it. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  understand, 

13  Saul.    But  your  25  billion  homes  have  in  excess  of 

14  the  proposed  standards,  exposing  only  48,000  to 

15  68,000  children? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    That's  right, 

17  because  they're  assuming  that  there's  going  to  be 

18  abatement  above  the  2000  parts  per  million  limit. 

19  Those  homes  that  have  lead  in  them  excess  2000 

20  parts  per  million,  there  will  be  some  abatement 

21  going  on. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    You're  saying 

23  there  should  be  more  children,  right? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Well,  my  sense 

25  is  that  one  percent  of  25  million  homes  is  250,000 
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1  homes.    Of  the  25  million  homes,  what  percentage 

2  that  have  the  lead  in  excess  of  proposed  standards 

3  have  children  in  them? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    That's  what  we're 

5  not  clear  about.    There's  an  assumption  that  EPA 

6  used  the  model  that  we're  using. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  mean,  it  seems 

8  ludicrous  to  use  these  kinds  of  statistics.  I 

9  mean,  you  either  are  vastly  overstating  the  number 

10  of  homes  that  have  lead  in  excess  of  proposed 

11  standards,  or  you  are  greatly  underestimating  the 

12  number  of  children  that  will  be  affected. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:     I  can't  speak  to 

14  the  numbers  that  we're  getting  from  the 

15  Environmental  Protection  Agency.    The  25  million 

16  number  -- 

17  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  would  suggest 

18  that  in  any  further  discussion  on  these  statistics, 

19  is  that  you  need  to  footnote  this;  it  looks 

20  ridiculous. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    I  appreciate 

22  that.    You  are  welcome  to  find  the  technical 

23  background  on  this  on  our  site,  and  you  will  see 

24  where  the  numbers  are  coming  from.    We  have  had  two 

25  staff  scientists  go  over  this  and  a  risk  assessor. 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


27 


28 


1  and  our  numbers  have  been  peer  reviewed  several 

2  times  already,  so  we're  fairly  confident. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    This  just  needs 

4  further  explanation. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    No,  I  appreciate 

6  that.    We'll  include  a  footnote  in  there  and  make 

7  it  clearer. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Other  comments? 

9  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Do  these 

10  standards  apply  only  to  federal  facilities? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:      No,  but  federal 

12  facilities  are  the  ones  that  are  required  to  abate, 

13  everything  else  is  voluntary. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    So  a  lot  of 

15  these  statistics  apply  to  all? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    That's  right. 

17  That's  what's  been  so  difficult  in  working  these 

18  numbers,  they  went  on  this  lovely  fishing  trip  for 

19  data,  and  they  through  out  data  they  didn't  like. 

20  For  example,  the  IEUBK  model,  which  has  been 

21  thoroughly  peer  reviewed  and  is  the  accepted 

22  national  model  for  assessing  these  health  risks 

23  under  lead,  they  substituted  what  they  call  the 

24  empirical  model,  which  is  something  that  has  not 

25  been  peer  reviewed,  something  that  they  developed 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


1  out  of  old  cloth.    We  are  deeply  concerned  about 

2  this. 

3  In  fact,  there  is  a  division  within  EPA  about 

4  this.    The  TSCA  side  of  the  house  is  having  words 

5  with  the  CERCLA  side  of  the  house,  and  neither  one 

6  of  them  is  basically  agreeing  on  whether  or  not  -- 

7  in  fact,  when  this  first  --  well,  basically,  we 

8  first  notified  people  about  this  during  the  Federal 

9  Facilities  Conference  in  Reno,  that  EPA  was  having 

10  last  month.    And  half  the  folks  from  EPA  came  up 

11  and  said,  "Oh,  great  job,  we're  really  glad  you're 

12  on  it."    The  other  half  came  up  and  said,  "Are  you 

13  crazy?" 

14  So  go  to  the  hearing,  listen  to  what  people 

15  are  going  to  say,  read  the  material  on  the  Net, 

16  form  your  own  opinions.    You  have  had  enough 

17  experience  evaluating  lead  at  this  site  to  go  ahead 

18  and  make  an  educated  assumption  about  what  this  is 

19  going  to  mean  to  this  facility  and  your  community. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     To  correct 

21  something  that  Saul  previously  stated  about  the 

22  Army  Guidance,  it  was  based  on  this  EPA  Toxic 

23  Substance  Control  Act,  Section  403  Rule.    The  Army 

24  guidance  has  been  revoked  until  further  notice. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    Well,  I'm  glad  to 
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1  hear  that,  we  haven't  heard  that.    I  was  asking  at 

1 

course.    I  guess  there  have  been  samples  taken  at 

2  the  Oakland  Army  Base  RAB  meeting,  as  to  whether  or 

2 

the  golf  course,  and  there  has  been  well  sampling 

3  not  that  had  changed,  so  I'm  glad  to  hear  that. 

3 

at  Tennessee  Hollow  for  chrome  in  groundwater. 

4                      FACILITATOR  KERN:    Any  other  comments 

4 

There's  a  meeting  coming  up  in  December  to  discuss 

5  on  this  item?    RPM  meeting. 

5 

the  results  of  these  new  data  and  comments.  The 

6                       BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Review  of  the 

6 

whole  process  is  still  under  way.    It's  basically 

7  RPM  meeting  today.    It  was  a  lengthy  meeting,  we 

7 

under  funded.    They  are  requesting  funding  for  this 

8  had  13  or  14  topics. 

8 

process.    The  chrome  6  investigation  process  has 

9          Topic  one  was  comment  and  responses  on  the 

9 

grown,  and  has  now  become  its  own  funding  topic, 

0  Chrome  6  Investigation  Workplan.    The  workplan  is 

10 

and  they're  requesting  funding  to  go  ahead  and 

1  out  to  investigate  for  the  natural  occurrence  of 

11 

complete  this  work.    They're  not  anticipating  the 

2  chrome  6  and  groundwater  in  the  upland  portions  of 

12 

work  to  start  until  January.     It  will  be  three  or 

3  the  Presidio.    The  comments  have  been  received  by 

13 

four  months  after  when  a  report  comes  out,  so  we're 

4  the  Army  from  the  agencies.    I  believe  Marvin 

14 

looking  at  the  beginning  of  summer  before  results 

5  summarized  that  today. 

15 

of  this  investigation  are  produced.    Any  questions 

6           The  three  main  comments  were  the  comments 

16 

about  that? 

7  about  the  geophysical  methods  used  to  determine 

17 

Number  two,  Revised  FS  Report  Status  Update. 

8  where  the  fractures  are.    There  was  some 

18 

David,  you're  going  to  give  a  report  on  this, 

9  disagreement  about  which  methods  would  locate  the 

19 

right? 

!0  fractures  in  the  bedrock;  protocols  for  leaching 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Yes. 

!1  tests  on  the  samples,  and  comments  about  the 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    We  can  skip 

!2  appropriateness  of  isotope  studies  to  analysis  the 

22 

over  that  for  now. 

!3  chrome  6.    So  these  were  pretty  technical 

23 

Three.    Revised  response  to  comments  on  FS 

!4  discussions. 

24 

report  status  update.    David,  you're  going  to  talk 

!5           Results  of  the  well  sampling  at  the  golf 

25 

about  that,  too,  so  we  can  skip  over  that. 
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1            Four.    The  topic  of  Native  American 

1 

monitors  for  the  areas  of  interests.    And  there  is 

2  monitoring  during  the  Army's  upcoming  commissary 

2 

a  standard  that  the  Park  Service  is  proposing  for 

3  investigation. 

3 

work  in  sensitive  areas,  and  because  of  the 

4           Basically,  the  NPS  has  sent  a  letter  to  the 

4 

location  and  the  nature  of  the  work  with  the 

5  Army  --  would  you  like  to  explain  this,  Brian? 

5 

commissary  investigation,  we  believe  it  would  be 

6                       BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    The  Army  is 

6 

consistent  and  appropriate  for  the  Army  --  since 

7  planning  to  do  investigation  in  the  general  area  of 

7 

they  are  doing  the  work  --  to  also  provide  that 

8  the  Presidio  commissary.    In  that  same  area  is  one 

8 

Native  American  monitoring. 

9  of  the  prehistoric  sites  of  the  Presidio,  and  the 

9 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Is  the 

10  Park  Service  has  requested  that  the  Army  provide. 

10 

commissary  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Park 

11  in  addition  to  archeological  monitoring,  monitoring 

11 

Service? 

12  of  the  work  by  Native  American  organizations.  And 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  No. 

13  the  Army,  at  this  point,  is  refusing  to  do  that 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Well,  what  am  I 

14  monitoring. 

14 

missing  here?    The  Park  Service  is  paying  for 

15                      BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    And  there  was 

15 

monitoring  at  this  point? 

16  discussion  by  the  Army  that  the  existing  protocols 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     No.  Right 

17  are  already  being  implemented  by  the  Army,  and  they 

17 

now  there  is  no  work  going  on  at  the  commissary. 

18  feel  that  it's  the  Park  Service's  responsibility  to 

18 

yet. 

19  provide  these  monitors.    So  there's  a  disagreement 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    For  Crissy 

20  between  the  parties  as  to  who  will  pay  for  the 

20 

Field? 

21  monitors. 

21 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Crissy 

22                       BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Are  there  not 

22 

Field.    The  Parks  Association,  who  is  doing  the 

23  monitors  provided  for  at  this  point? 

23 

work,  is  paying  for  the  monitoring.    At  the 

24                        BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    For  the 

24 

commissary  investigation,  where  the  Army  will  be 

25  Crissy  Field  work,  the  Parks  Association  is  paying 

25 

doing  the  investigation,  we  requested  that  the  Army 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

Page  8 


TinyTran 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 

CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 

33 

34 

1  pay  for  the  monitoring  during  their  work. 

1 

point,  the  Army  is  saying  that  they  are  not  going 

2                      MS.  JACKSON:    I  think  it  was  stated 

2 

to  provide  any  Native  American  monitoring. 

3  at  the  Last  month's  meeting,  the  concern  over 

3 

MS.  JACKSON :     You  know,  I  really 

4  monitoring  at  Crissy  Field.    And  it  was  made  very 

4 

don't  care  whether  the  Army  does  it  or  the  National 

5  clear  in  the  minutes  --  and  I  know  that  you  all 

5 

Park  Service  does  it.    It  is  the  National  Park's 

6  have  your  minutes  --  that  the  Muwekma  Ohlone,  which 

6 

responsibility  to  do  that;  that  is  their 

7  are  the  aboriginal  of  this  area,  do  not  have  a 

7 

responsibi lity. 

8  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the  National  Park 

8 

You  all  were  talking  for  quite  a  while  about 

9  Services  at  all,  and  that  the  National  Park 

9 

who  are  the  regulators,  and  who  are  supposed  to  be 

10  Association  is  paying  monitors  that  actually  live 

10 

making  the  decisions.    And  there  was  some  question 

11  100  miles  away  from  the  San  Francisco  area.    We  had 

11 

about  whether  or  not  the  Army  should  be  not  doing 

12  requested  back  in  May  of  the  National  Park 

12 

what  they  are  talking  about  doing.    But  yet,  and 

13  Services,  that  they  would  contact  other  Native 

13 

still,  you  have  the  National  Park  Service  who's  not 

14  Americans  within  a  50-mi le  radius;  that  has  not 

14 

doing  their  job,  they  are  not  doing  what  they  are 

15  been  done.    And  what  I'm  hearing  you  say  now,  is 

15 

supposed  to  be  doing.    They  are  not  following  the 

16  that  they're  going  to  be  doing  the  same  thing  that 

16 

law.    And  we  have  a  problem  here. 

17  they  did  at  Crissy  Field. 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the  Army 

18                           BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Actually, 

18 

does  too,  and  that's  why  we've  taken  the  position 

19  it's  not  going  to  be  as  much  monitoring  as  at 

19 

that  we  have  taken.    It's  pretty  straightforward. 

20  Crissy  Field.     I  think  that  there  are  two  issues. 

20 

The  Army  has  been  in  compliance  with  Section  106, 

21  One,  you  raise  the  issue  of  who  does  the 

21 

which  lays  out  all  the  rules  governing  historic 

22  monitoring. 

22 

preservation,  and  that  type  of  thing.    And  we 

23                       MS.  JACKSON:    We  understand  NAGPRA  is 

23 

provided  the  archeological  protocols  for  all  of  our 

24  supposed  to  be  doing  the  monitoring. 

24 

cleanup  work  since  the  inception  of  this  program. 

25                        BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    At  this 

25 

And  it's  only  now  that  the  Park  Service  comes  along 
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1  and  says,  "Hey,  you've  had  all  these  discoveries  at 

1 

there  is  Native  American  monitoring  being 

2  Crissy  Field,  why  haven't  you  had  Native  American 

2 

provided. 

3  representation  out  there,  because  you  had  all  these 

3 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  that's 

4  discoveries?"    So  the  Park  Service  goes  and  gets 

4 

what  I  said.    But  that  wasn't  happening  until  the 

5  Native  American  groups  involved  in  some  type  of 

5 

Native  Americans  made  an  issue  based  on  the 

6  monitoring  program,  but  then  they  want  the  Army  to 

6 

discoveries  that  were  made.    There  were  no  Native 

7  pay  for  it. 

7 

American  monitors  for  any  of  the  work  that  GGNPA 

8           It's  very  simple.    The  Army  is  in  compliance; 

8 

was  doing,  or  anyplace  else  on  the  Presidio,  until 

9  it's  been  in  compliance.    The  agency  that  has 

9 

this  past  summer  when  they  raised  the  issue  in  all 

10  regulatory  authority  over  all  this  monitoring  stuff 

10 

the  meetings  that  you  all  had  with  the  Native 

11         they're  the  landowners,  the  Park  Service  -- 

1 1 

American  groups. 

12  they  looked  at  our  archeological  plan,  they 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    And  now  it's 

13  approved  it,  that's  what  we've  been  going  by  for 

13 

being  provided. 

a  /      .  1           1      ^  .               1  _  .      .          -                                      Ait         £                    •  _i 

14  the  last  eight  to  ten  years.    All  of  a  sudden,  now. 

14 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  I  said 

15  they  want  us  to  pay  for  additional  monitoring,  and 

15 

that. 

16  it  just  doesn't  make  sense. 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    It  sounds  like 

17            If  the  Park  Service  wants  to  have  Native 

17 

it's  only  provided  by  the  Parks  Association  and  not 

18  American  monitors  providing  oversight  to  our 

18 

the  Park  Service. 

19  environmental  cleanup,  then  the  Park  Service  should 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    For  the 

20  pay  for  it,  that's  our  position.    They  are 

20 

Crissy  Field  work.  Parks  Association  is  funding  and 

21  disputing  that  position.    They're  going  to  argue 

paying  for  the  overall  restoration  project,  and  as 

22  about  it  and  send  more  letters  back  to  the  Army, 

22 

part  of  that  work  the  monitoring  is  being 

23  but  it's  not  going  to  change  anything. 

IS 

provided.    That's  why  they're  paying  for  that  work. 

24                        BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    David,  I  do 

24 

because  it's  part  of  the  overall  restoration 

25  want  to  correct,  that  during  the  Crissy  Field  work, 

25 

project,  and  it's  one  of  the  conditions  of  doing 
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1  that  work. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What  is  the  Park 
5  Service's  position?    What  is  the  Park  Service's 

*  responsibility? 

j  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    We  believe 

S  that  since  they're  doing  the  work,  they  need  to 
7  provide  the  activities  that  bring  them  into 

3  compliance  with  the  agreements  that  we  have  for 

?  that  work.    If  it  was  somebody  else  doing  the  work 
3  in  that  area,  we  would  request  that  they  also 

1  provide  that  monitoring. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    But  let's  look 

3  at  the  reality  of  the  situation.    The  reality  is 

4  that  the  Native  American,  the  aboriginal  Native 

5  American  group  here,  which  is  the  Muwekma  Ohlone 

6  group,  is  in  the  process  of  trying  to  establish  a 

7  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  or  Understanding,  with  the 

8  Park  Service,  to  appropriately  address  this  issue. 

9  And  because  they  have  not  reached  that  type  of 

0  agreement,  there  are  these  alternate  Native 

:1  American  groups  involved  in  the  monitoring  of 
:2  various  investigations  going  on  at  Crissy  Field. 
!3  The  Army  has  never  had  any  requirement  to 

'A  have  Native  American  monitors  for  any  of  the  work 
!5  we're  doing,  because  there  wasn't  any  stipulation 
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1  monitoring  going  on? 

2  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    We  believe 

3  that  as  part  of  the  condition,  and  the  way  we're 

4  interpreting  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 

5  Preservation  Act  --  I  will  say,  Paul  Salari  is  much 

6  more  versed  in  that,  he  couldn't  be  here  tonight  -- 

7  that  we  believe  that  we  do  need  to  provide  Native 

8  American  monitoring  in  certain  areas  of  the 

9  Presidio,  and  Crissy  Field  is  one  of  those  areas 

10  where  we've  begun  doing  that.    I  do  know  that 

11  there's  some  difference  with  the  Native  American 

12  groups  here  tonight,  who  of  the  different  groups 

13  should  be  the  monitor;  that's  one  issue.    As  a 

14  separate  issue,  we  do  believe  that  the  monitoring 

15  does  need  to  occur. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Then  pay  for 

17  it.    For  the  Army  to  pay  for  Native  American 

18  monitors  at  this  site,  wouLd  be  like  the  Army 

19  paying  for  Leo  Barker  to  be  monitoring. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    My  question  is, 

21  just  from  a  statutory  standpoint,  to  do  the  work  at 

22  the  commissary,  the  invasive  work  at  the 

23  commissary,  is  there  a  requirement  that  there  be  a 

24  monitor,  regardless  of  who  pays  for  it? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Our 
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1  with  archeological  protocols  and  work  plans  and 

2  things  that  we  have  had  established  for  several 

3  years. 

4  The  Army  does  not  have  a  Memorandum  of 

5  Agreement  with  any  Native  American  groups,  the  Park 

6  Service  is  supposed  to  be  doing  that.    And  in  the 

7  Memorandum  of  Agreement  it  talks  about  requirements 

8  for  having  Native  American  monitoring.    That's  not 

9  with  the  Army,  that's  with  the  Park  Service.  So 

10  again,  no  matter  what  the  Army  is  doing,  if  Native 

11  American  monitors  are  required  to  be  there,  that's 

12  the  responsibility  of  the  Park  Service  with  their 

13  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  Muwekma  Ohlone,  or 

14  whatever  other  tribe  organizations  they  want  to 

15  have  affiliations  with  to  provide  that. 

16  We're  meeting  our  requirements.    We  have  our 

17  archeological  consultants  that  have  been  out  there 

18  since  day  one,  all  the  way  back  to  1989.    We've  had 

19  archeological  support  during  our  investigations  and 

20  cleanup  action,  and  we  continue  to  do  that.  We've 

21  been  in  compliance,  and  we  will  continue  to  be  in 

22  compliance. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Is  there  a 

24  statutory  requirement  that  while  the  Park  Service 

25  is  doing  this  work  that  there  be  some  sort  of 
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1  interpretation  right  now  is  that  there  is. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Okay,  fine. 

3  Thank  you. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  want  to  add 

5  that  we  fully  intend  to  have  an  archeologist 

6  monitor  the  work,  100  percent  of  the  time,  while 

7  we're  doing  that  intrusive  work  at  the  commissary 

8  area.    So  we  were  planning  to  have  that  activity 

9  covered.    The  Park  Service  asked  us  to  provide  an 

10  additional  monitor,  and  we're  saying  we're  already 

11  providing  another. 

12  Perhaps,  what  we  can  do,  is  not  provide  our 

13  own,  but  solicit  a  subcontractor  to  do  the  work  as 

14  you  request,  and  we  need  to  follow  --  the  lowest 

15  acceptable  bid  would  be  selected,  and  that 

16  organization  could  do  the  work.    Now  I  haven't 

17  discussed  this  with  Dave,  but  I  throw  this  out  on 

18  the  table  as  an  alternative. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    At  this 

20  point  we  haven't  requested  any  particular  way  to 

21  procure  the  monitoring. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     Well,  I  just 

23  wanted  to  make  it  clear,  if  we  decide  to  provide 

24  that  service,  we  provide  it  by  one  organization  and 

25  we  would  have  to  solicit  that,  and  we  can  solicit 
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42 

1  it  to  a  specific  Native  American  organization. 

1 

exploration  of  ways  to  speed  up  Crissy  Field 

2                         BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  would 

2 

cleanup  activities. 

3  certainly  expect  that  requirement,  and  I  think 

3 

Basically,  there  was  discussion  by  the 

4  we're  willing  to  work  with  you  on  that. 

4 

National  Park  Service  and  the  Army  on  ways  to  speed 

5                         BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Keep  in  mind,  I 

5 

up  some  of  the  cleanup  activity  at  Crissy  Field 

6  haven't  discussed  this  with  David.    It's  an 

6 

right  now.    Basically,  the  Army  is  analyzing  chert 

7  alternative,  and  it  might  be  a  solution  to  the 

7 

in  the  Buildings  900  area  for  zinc  to  see  if  it's 

8  problem. 

8 

naturally  occurring.    If  they  determine  it  is 

O                                                 DniDnilCUDCD    111  1  ETMOWAklf.        1  In  1  1  iikw 

y                            BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     Well,  Why 

y 

naturally  occurring  there  will  be  less  excavation 

10  don't  we  talk  more  about  that  and  see  if  we  can 

10 

and  disposal  of  contaminated  soil,  so  that  would 

11  work  it  out. 

1 1 

speed  up  the  cleanup. 

12                      MR.  DeCOSTA:    I  just  wanted  to 

12 

BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Isn't  it  already 

13  verify,  that  in  1972,  at  this  site  that  is  in 

13 

l                      ■_      .      .  i_        li                     i     i             i                          r  ~ 

known  what  the  background  levels  are  of  zinc  in 

14  discussion,  human  remains  were  found.    This  is 

14 

chert?    I  mean,  there's  so  much  chert  in  the  Bay 

15  documented,  and  this  hasn't  been  mentioned.  In 

15 

Area. 

16  light  of  NAGPRA,  and  other  federally  mandated  law. 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    That  was  sort 

17  it  could  be  prudent  for  the  RAB  to  get  the 

17 

of  a  question  that  I  had,  too.    Didn't  their 

18  culturally  affiliated  --  in  this  case,  it's  the 

18 

remedial  investigation  already  go  through  all 

19  Muwekma  Ohlone  --  to  participant  in  this 

19 

that? 

20  monitoring. 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  don't 

21                        FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  there  may 

21 

believe  that  it  was  published  in  the  1997  FS.  I 

22  be  an  opportunity  developing  here  tonight.     I  would 

22 

think  that's  why  we're  looking  at  this  now.  I 

23  suggest,  perhaps  at  the  break,  to  talk  to  some 

23 

think  that  if  that  were  the  case,  then  zinc,  even 

24  people  about  that. 

24 

though  it's  a  COC,  would  have  had  different  cleanup 

25                        BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Let's  go  to 

25 

levels  than  what  currently  exist  in  the  Crissy 
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1  Field  RAP. 

1 

of  the  extra  work  at  Crissy  Field  that's  come  up. 

2                         BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  think  to 

2 

Resolution  of  issues,  and  faster  ways  to  discuss 

3  answer  your  question,  Arleen,  the  reason  we  were 

3 

and  resolve  issues  that  come  up  during  cleanup  at 

4  concerned  about  it,  we  were  noting  that  the  data 

4 

Crissy  Field.    And  basically,  there  was  a 

5  that  we  were  collecting  suggested  that  there  may  be 

5 

discussion  of  better  coordination  between  DTSC  and 

6  a  specific  source.    It  appeared  that  we  were  having 

o 

the  Army  over  scheduling  and  various  meetings  they 

7  elevated  --  what  was  elevated  above  our  cleanup 

7 

could  attend.    There  was  a  presentation  of  the 

8  level  --  ranges  of  around  100  to  140  parts  part  per 

8 

overaLl  projects  scheduled,  particularly  for  the 

9  million  in  a  specific  depth  interval  out  at  the  950 

9 

CERCLA  and  Petroleum  Program,  and  how  the  schedule 

10  area,  which  coincided  with  a  deposit  of  chert  that 

10 

supports  NPS  and  Presidio  Trust  reuse. 

11  was  essentially  created  even  though  it's  used  all 

11 

There  was  discussion  about  --  we  used  to  have 

12  around  San  Francisco.    So  for  that  reason  alone,  we 

12 

a  contractor  that  developed  the  overall  Presidio 

13  thought  it  would  be  prudent  to  do  some  type  of 

13 

schedule,  and  it  had  big  spread  sheets,  and  we  got 

14  evaluation  of  this  chert  material.    So  that's  what 

14 

regular  overall  schedules.    But  the  funding  for  the 

15  led  us  to  do  that  analysis.     It  is  still  under  way. 

15 

contractor  to  develop  the  overall  schedule  had  been 

16  it's  not  resolved  at  this  time. 

16 

cut,  so  there's  no  contractor  developing  any 

\(                            BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     NOW  this  IS 

17 

overall  schedule.    So  the  schedule  information  is 

18  soil  that  was  an  expansion  beyond  the  original 

18 

provided  in  the  IT  progress  reports,  and  provided 

19  scope? 

19 

by  the  project  managers,  themselves,  upon  request. 

dU                           BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:  Yes. 

20 

So  basically,  the  process  now  for  determining 

21                        BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    The  National 

d\ 

what  the  overall  project  schedule  is,  is  to 

22  Park  Service  talked  about  other  ways  to  speed  up 

22 

coordinate  with  the  IT  Progress  Report  and  the 

23  the  Crissy  Field  process,  and  that  was  speeding  up 

23 

project  manager,  then  arrangements  will  be  made  to 

24  data  transfer  reports  from  the  Army  to  the  agencies 

24 

present  the  overall  schedule  information. 

25  for  review.    It  discussed  finding  holdups  for  some 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I'll 
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1  clarify  that  by  saying  a  consolidated  schedule  of 

2  all  the  Presidio  activities  are  no  longer  funded. 

3  So  what  we're  left  with  is  the  monthly  reports  that 

4  you  get  here  from  our  private  contractors.  It's 

5  not  just  IT,  but  Montgomery  Watson.    IT  project 

6  summary  reports  you  get  on  a  monthly  basis.  This 

7  is  really  all  that  we  have  to  provide  folks  in 

8  terms  of  information  to  capture  what's  going  on 

9  with  all  the  activity.    So  if  you  don't  see  any 

0  particular  activity  described  in  here,  than  that 

1  means  there's  no  activity  going  on  for  that 

2  particular  site. 

3  As  you  know,  there's  really  nothing  going  on 

4  within  the  sites  of  the  Main  Installation,  because 

5  that  feasibility  and  decision  document  has  not  been 

6  published  yet.    So  most  of  the  work  that  you  find 

7  IT  and  Montgomery  doing,  that  is  described  in  their 

8  document,  is  related  to  Petroleum  Program  issues, 

9  and  things  of  that  nature,  things  related  to  the 
!0  Petroleum  Program. 

!1  There  was  some  concern  about,  is  there  any 

!2  opportunity  to  get  something  a  little  more  frequent 
!3  than  a  once-a-month  publication  of  these  reports? 
!4  And  the  answer  was,  yes,  through  a  series  of 
!5  project  coordination  meetings  that  go  on  a  weekly 
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1  the  access  within  my  office,  and  the  administrative 

2  support  I  have,  to  use  Primavera.    I  mean,  that 

3  software  alone  is  $50,000.    And  the  scheduling  that 

4  the  contractor  was  providing  was  a  consolidated 

5  schedule,  so  it  was  taking  all  of  the  work  from  all 

6  of  the  contractors  here.    So  even  though  IT  may 

7  have  the  capability  to  describe  its  activities  in  a 

8  Primavera  schedule,  that  doesn't  mean  that  that's 

9  tied  in  with  the  work  that  Montgomery  Watson  is 

10  doing,  and  all  that.    And  what  the  contractor  was 

11  doing  for  us  was  integrating  all  of  those  things 

12  and  putting  it  in  one  schedule. 

13  So  yes,  you  are  right.    Our  contractors, 

14  individually,  have  schedules  of  activities  that 

15  they're  working  on.    It's  not  integrated  together 

16  to  the  point  like  it  was  before. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    How  many 

18  contractors  do  you  have  working  for  you? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right  now  we 

20  have  the  two  prime  contractors,  but  there  are  other 

21  contractors  that  periodically  do  work  here.  We 

22  have  smaller  projects  where  we  use  other  contract 

23  mechanisms  to  initiate  work,  they're  called  the 

24  smart  contract.    For  example,  this  will  be  used  as 

25  a  mechanism  to  execute  some  work  at  the  golf 
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1  basis  every  Wednesday.    They  are  held  at  IT's 

2  office.    The  primary  audience  for  that  is,  of 

3  course,  the  Park  Service  and  the  Trust,  but  we 

4  invited  the  regulators  to  attend  that,  as  well.  I 

5  would  imagine  that  if  the  RAB  representatives  had 

6  the  time,  and  were  available,  they  would  be  welcome 

7  to  sit  in  on  that  meeting,  as  well. 

8  What  we  talked  about  today  was,  if  you  have  a 

9  question,  and  if  it's  not  specifically  stated  in 

10  monthly  updates,  to  ask  questions  at  those 

11  meetings,  or  ask  to  have  those  particular  topics  be 

12  put  on  the  agenda  for  the  week,  so  folks  could  have 

13  a  better  sense  of  what's  going  on  in  terms  of 

14  scheduling. 

15  So  it's  unfortunate  that  we're  left  with 

16  that,  but  that's  what  we're  left  with,  and  we  have 

17  to  make  the  best  of  it. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Nobody  has  a 

19  program  in  their  computer  that  can  develop  a  time 

20  line  with  existing  projects,  anticipated  projects, 

21  and  put  them  on  some  sort  of  a  time  line?    I  mean, 

22  someone  could  do  that  during  their  lunch  hour. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     It's  not  that 

24  simple.    The  project  schedule  we  had,  had  over  1000 

25  lines  in  it.    It  was  in  Primavera.    I  don't  have 
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1  course.    And  even  though  those  don't  happen  very 

2  often,  those  are  things  that  need  to  be  captured  in 

3  the  overall  schedule.    It's  not  as  simple  as  you 

4  think  it  is  to  put  all  this  together. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Topic  No.  8, 

6  Update  on  the  Current  and  Future  Army  Budgets  for 

7  Presidio  Cleanup  Activities. 

8  Basically,  for  Fiscal  Year  1999,  the  budget 

9  is  $9  million.    Half  of  that  money  has  been  funded 

10  already  in  the  first  two  quarters,  the  rest  of  it 

11  has  been  appropriated  and  will  be  coming. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.  The 

13  remaining  money  for  Fiscal  Year  1999,  has  been 

14  programed,  and  its  disbursement  will  happen  in  the 

15  third  or  fourth  quarter.    We  get  two  disbursements 

16  a  year,  one  in  the  first  and  second  quarter,  and 

17  one  disbursement  for  the  third  and  fourth  quarter. 

18  We  received  our  first  and  second  quarter 

19  disbursements,  it  was  a  little  more  than  half  the 

20  overall  FY99  budget.    And  all  of  the  out-year 

21  budget  is  currently  being  revised,  and  we  have  not 

22  finished  that  revision  yet,  so  there's  nothing  to 

23  report  about  the  out-year  projections.    That  would 

24  be  for  FYOO. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  BLOOM:    You  think  the 
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1  balance  of  the  funding  is  fairly  secure  for  the 

2  third  and  fourth  quarter? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes.    The  FY99 

4  budget  will  be  funded  in  its  entirety;  I'm  not 

5  concerned  about  that. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    So  there  was 

7  cost  overruns  at  Cn'ssy  Field  to  the  amount  of  $3.5 

8  million;  $1.75  million  has  been  received  to  date, 

9  and  the  remainder  is  being  disbursed. 

10  And  there  was  some  other  additional  programs 

11  that  were  unfunded  as  of  right  now.    The  1349  tank 

12  site  needs  additional  monitoring  wells  and  CAP, 

13  additional  mini  CAPs  need  to  be  funded.  Some 

14  Feasibility  Study  cost  growth  is  under  funded  at 

15  this  point.    And  there's  been  a  request  for  funding 

16  on  these  projects.    The  commissary  investigation  is 

17  funded. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:     Can  you  remind 

19  us  what  GGNPA  is  funding  for  Crissy  Field? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  It's, 

21  approximately,  $25  million. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    What  was  that 

23  targeted  for? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    That's  for 

25  the  restoration  and  implementation  of  the  Crissy 
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1  Field  project.    It's,  approximately,  100  acres. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    So  the  $3.5 

3  million  cost  overrun  is  -- 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    For  the 

5  cleanup  that  precedes  the  restoration,  which  is 

6  being  done  prior  to  the  Association  coming  in  and 

7  doing  their  restoration. 

8  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    The  budget 

9  overrun  is  3.5  million  what?    The  total  cost  of  the 

10  cleanup? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You  are  talking 

12  about  two  different  things.    He's  talking  about  the 

13  $25  million  for  reuse,  and  Mark  was  talking  about 

14  the  cost  overruns  for  the  Army's  cleanup. 

15  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Right.    But  what 

16  is  the  total  cost  of  the  cleanup? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    The  original 

18  estimate,  I  think,  was  about  $7.5  million  for  the 

19  anticipated  scope.    Right  now,  we're  at  about  $11 

20  million. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Next  is, 

22  Status  of  Sampling  at  the  Former  LTT  Site.    The  LTT 

23  site  is  where  the  low- temperature  thermal 

24  absorption  is  for  processing  petroleum  contaminated 

25  soil.    The  RAB  took  a  tour  of  this  site  last  year. 
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1  It's  not  in  operation  anymore,  it's  disassembled. 

2  So,  basically,  the  Army  has  said  that  they  will 

3  sample  this  prior  to  returning  it  to  the  Park 

4  Service. 

5  Basically,  the  sampling  was  going  to  be  done 

6  as  a  part  of  the  commissary  investigation,  but  that 

7  didn't  happen,  so  the  National  Park  Service  is 

8  asking  the  Army  when  it  will  do  this  sampling, 

9  because  the  realignment  of  old  Mason  Street  is 

10  projected  to  go  through  this  site.    So  there  was  a 

11  discussion  between  the  Army  and  Park  Service  about 

12  how  to  accommodate  the  realignment  of  old  Mason 

13  Street,  and  the  Park  Service  is  urging  the  Army  to 

14  perform  the  sampling  as  soon  as  possible.  They 

15  were  going  to  work  this  out,  internally,  amongst 

16  themselves. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    Could  we  return 

18  to  the  last  subject,  which  was  the  cost  overrun? 

19  Does  the  $11  million  include  the  soft  costs? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     Soft  costs? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:  Consulting 

22  costs. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Of  course.  And 

24  I  would  say  that  it's  not  really  an  overrun,  it's 

25  more  of  a  scope  increase. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     I  just  wanted  to 

2  make  sure  that  wasn't  the  actual  cleanup  itself, 

3  but  included  all  of  the  ancillary  costs. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:     Interim  Data 

5  Summaries  from  Crissy  Field  Delivered  to  RAB 

6  Community  Members  as  Requested. 

7  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Yes.     I  requested 

8  from  the  Army  if  we  could  receive  data  as  it  was 

9  produced  from  the  cleanup  on  Crissy  Field,  so  we 

10  could  stay  current  with  that.    Dave  explained  that 

11  they  would  make  that  data  available  once  the 

12  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  had  written 

13  a  letter  saying  that  the  site  was  clear. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  a  notice 

15  to  proceed  letter. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    And  so  I  was 

17  requesting  that  we  might  receive  data  as  it  is 

18  being  generated  so  we  could  stay  up  with  that,  and 

19  that's  not  the  way  the  Army  wants  to  proceed  with 

20  that. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Okay,  next 

22  topic.    Discussion  of  Alternative  Risks  Scenarios 

23  for  use  at  the  Presidio  Main  Installation  Site. 

24  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  had  asked  to  put 

25  this  on  the  agenda  so  we  might  understand  a  little 
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1  bit  more. 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Okay,  as  you 

2           We  had  received  some  presentations  a  few 

2 

know,  once  again,  going  into  the  month  of  November, 

3  months  back  regarding  alternative  risks  scenarios. 

3 

unfortunately,  we  are  still  in  the  stalemate  that 

4  and  I  was  interested  in  understanding  what  the 

4 

we've  been  in  for  the  last  90  days  or  so.    Again,  I 

5  components  of  that  risk  assessment  were.    The  Army 

5 

feel  hopeful  that  the  discussion  that  we  intend  to 

6  has  said  that  they  would  prefer  not  to  discuss 

6 

have  with  DTSC  on  Thursday  morning  will  be  a 

7  that,  that  their  preference  is  to  have  meetings 

7 

positive  one.    Perhaps,  we  can  get  off  the  dime  and 

8  with  DTSC  and  the  regulators,  and  not  to  discuss 

8 

get  back  to  work  and  make  some  progress. 

9  the  details  of  the  technical  arguments  with  us 

9 

Essentially,  the  overall  highlights  of  what's 

0  until  after  they  have  already  had  concurrence  with 

10 

going  on  in  the  past  month,  we  still  have  a 

1  the  regulators.    And  when  I  asked  the  question 

11 

stalemate  going  on.    We  do  have  a  meeting  scheduled 

2  today,  they  still  maintain  that  position. 

12 

with  upper  Army  management  forces  command  at  the 

3          The  final  topic  was  discussion  of  the 

13 

BRAC  Division  Management,  and  with  the  upper 

4  ecological  risk  analysis  for  the  Main 

14 

management  of  DTSC,  with  the  hope  of  trying  to 

5  Installation.    And  that  sort  of  went  along  the  same 

15 

solve  this. 

6  guidelines.    We  had  a  discussion  about  possible 

16 

So  our  contract  with  Montgomery  Watson  is 

7  merits  of  having  discussions  with  stakeholders 

17 

continuing  to  work  on  areas  of  the  Feasibility 

8  along  the  way,  particularly,  with  regard  to  reuse 

18 

Study. 

9  of  open- space  sites,  and  how  the  Army  was 

19 

Our  response  to  comments  on  the  1997 

:0  evaluating  and  assessing  those  sites. 

20 

Feasibility  Report  is  90  percent  complete,  and  that 

!1            They  also  maintain  their  position  that  they 

21 

responsiveness  summary  will  be  provided  to  the 

!2  don't  want  to  talk  about  the  technical  details  with 

22 

Corps  for  internal  review;  that's  been  going  on 

!3  us  until  they  talk  about  it  with  the  regulators. 

23 

throughout  the  process. 

!4  So  they  didn't  talk  about  it  today. 

24 

We've  also  made  some  progress  on  some  of  the 

!5  (Break) 

25 

boiler-plate  sections  of  the  Feasibility  Study.  As 
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1  you  can  see,  those  are  the  ARARs,  and  some  of  the 

1 

some  progress  in  that  area,  as  well. 

2  other  sections.    These  are  just  standard  sections 

2 

Another  standard  component  of  the  Feasibility 

3  that  go  into  any  Feasibility  Study.    Nothing  new 

3 

Study  has  to  do  with  the  identification  of 

4  there. 

4 

screening  of  technologies,  and  again,  continuing  to 

5           This  issue  of  re-estimating  soil  volumes,  we 

5 

make  some  good  progress  in  that  particular  area. 

6  talked  a  little  bit  about  this  last  month.  There 

6 

Again,  you  have  some  of  this  on  your  handout.  It's 

7  was  a  question  that  was  asked  today  concerning  the 

7 

a  pretty  straightforward  process.    You  examine  a 

8  percentage,  and  that  it  seems  to  be  the  same  for 

8 

variety  of  alternatives,  based  on  what  you  know 

9  the  past  couple  of  months  on  this,  and  what  was 

9 

about  the  sites. 

10  going  on  with  that. 

10 

And  lastly,  scheduled  updates.  What's 

11            The  primary  issue  there  was,  a  subcontractor 

11 

happening  with  the  schedule  based  on  what's  going 

12  was  hired  that  has  some  expertise  in  this 

12 

on  right  now.    We're  Looking  at  about  a  10-week 

13  particular  type  of  analysis,  topographical 

13 

delay  at  this  point.    So  if  our  meeting  with  the 

14  analysis.    So  there  was  some  contractual  issues 

14 

Army,  the  regulator  discussion  that  is  going  to 

15  that  represented  a  percentage  of  work  that  was  done 

15 

happen  Thursday,  is  successful,  and  we  can  initiate 

16  on  this,  so  that  was  being  capture  in  that 

16 

some  of  these  technical  meetings,  and  however 

17  percentage.    The  actual  topographical  analysis 

17 

that's  going  to  happen,  whether  with  a  large  group 

18  portion  has  only  been  implemented  in  the  past 

18 

or  only  between  the  Army  and  regulators,  then  we 

19  month.    So  up  to  that  point,  it  was  more  getting 

19 

would  expect  to  complete  the  Feasibility  Study, 

20  the  guys  on  board,  and  giving  them  guidance,  what 

20 

probably,  in  March.    But  whatever  reasons  there  are 

21  they  needed  to  do,  and  how  they  needed  to  do  it. 

21 

further  delays,  that's  going  to  push  that  date  back 

22  It  seems  at  this  point,  that  all  the  information  is 

22 

a  little  bit  farther.    So  that's  it  on  the 

23  in  the  hands  of  the  consultant,  and  they're 

23 

Feasibility  Study  update. 

24  actually  cutting  through  and  doing  a  lot  of  the 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:  Supposedly, 

25  actual  topographical  analysis.    So  we're  making 

25 

while  this  discussion  was  going  on,  there's  been 
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1  discussion  going  on  at  another  level  about 

2  resolution  of  the  cleanup  for  the  Main 

3  Installation.    Can  you  give  us  any  update  on  what's 

4  happening  there? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I'm  not  sure 

6  what  you're  asking.    The  only  other  level  meeting 

7  that's  related  to  the  stalemate  that  we're  having 

8  with  this  Feasibility  Study  process,  the  first  time 

9  that  meeting  is  going  to  happen  is  Thursday.  There 

10  haven't  been  any  other  meetings  about  that.  I 

11  certainly  have  been  in  consultation  with  my 

12  management  about  this  issue  all  along,  since  the 

13  summer,  and  I  know  that  Romy  has  been  in 

14  consultation  with  his  management,  but  our  two 

15  agencies  haven't  been  in  consultation  with  each 

16  other  about  that  with  this  process,  not  before 

17  Thursday. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    Are  you 

19  referring  to  Army/Trust  meetings,  that  Jim  Meadows 

20  talked  about  a  few  meetings  back? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  know 

22  what  she's  referring  to. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    That  is  what 

24  I 'm  referring  to. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  the 
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1  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Department  of 

2  Interior,  slash,  Presidio/Trust,  are  continuing  to 

3  have  their  meetings.    I  don't  participant  in  those 

4  meetings.    I'm  familiar  with,  generally,  what's 

5  going  on.     I'm  not  at  liberty  to  discuss  what's 

6  going  on  in  those  meetings.    I  don't  know  if  you 

7  are,  as  a  Trust  representative,  I  can  only  say  that 

8  they're  going  on,  and  they're  continuing  to  have 

9  those  discussions. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Does  that 

11  affect  people's  thoughts  about  this  other  process? 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    From  the  Army's 

13  side,  no,  it  doesn't  affect  what  we're  doing. 

14  That's  a  completely  different  process.    I  think 

15  there's  some  technical  input  that  may  be  evaluated 

16  in  terms  of  agreement,  and  things  of  this  nature, 

17  or  that  may  affect  ultimate  dollars  that  might  be 

18  invoLved  in  other  discussions.    But  in  terms  of, 

19  does  that  process  affect  whether  our  consultant 

20  here  is  going  to  propose  excavation  in  a  landfill 

21  or  a  CAP,  no.    There's  not  that  kind  of 

22  relationship  between  that  high-level  confidential 

23  negotiation  and  what  we're  doing  here  with  the 

24  Feasibility  Study. 

25  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Status  Reports. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I'll  first  refer 

2  you  to  a  project  summary  package,  completed  by  IT 

3  Corporation.    This  is  specific  to  Crissy  Field. 

4  There's  a  summary  on  the  4th  page  that  goes  through 

5  each  of  the  sites  identifying  schedule  of 

6  completion  for  excavation,  schedule  of  completion 

7  for  an  interim  data  summary.    I  will  say,  at  this 

8  point  in  time,  we  completed  four  of  the  sites  on 

9  Crissy  Field,  and  five  sites  are  currently  active 

10  or  undergoing  remediation.    There  are  one  or  two 

11  sites  where  we're  not  actively  doing  remediation 

12  for  one  reason  or  another,  whether  it  be  for 

13  coordinating  access  from  one  site  to  another,  or 

14  for  funding  purposes.    However,  the  schedule  that 

15  is  in  the  Status  Report  takes  into  account  for  when 

16  we  anticipate  working  around  our  scheduling 

17  activities  and  funding  activities  for  funding 

18  requirements.    Are  there  questions  specific  to 

19  Crissy  Field? 

20  Okay.    The  next  site  is  the  Nike  Facility. 

21  We  mobilized  on  November  9th,  to  remove  the  fluids 

22  contained  in  the  three  magazines.    It's  anticipated 

23  that  field  activities  will  be  complete  in  January. 

24  I'm  not  sure  of  the  quantity,  probably,  400,000 

25  gallons  of  liquids  that  will  need  to  be  pumped  out 
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1  and  transferred  to  the  sanitary  facility.    Once  the 

2  fluids  have  been  removed,  they  will  clean  the 

3  interior  of  the  magazines.    It's  a  fairly  lengthy 

4  process  and  we  anticipate  completion  in  January. 

5  Building  207/231  CAP.    That's  identified  for 

6  completion  of  a  draft  in  December  of  1998,  and  that 

7  will  be  distributed  for  agency  and  public  review. 

8  Many  of  you  were  part  of  the  decision-making 

9  process  as  we  were  developing  that  Corrective 

10  Action  Plan,  so  I'm  sure  you're  all  familiar  with 

11  it. 

12  Building  680,  where  we're  doing  PCB  removal 

13  for  soil.    We  have  finally  completed  soil  removal 

14  activity  at  that  site.    We  began  site  restoration 

15  activity,  such  as  grading,  for  November.  It's 

16  anticipated  that  we'll  complete  paving  activity  at 

17  that  site  in  December. 

18  The  golf  course  excavation.    Last  time  we  had 

19  a  meeting  and  discussed  it  with  the  Trust,  we  were 

20  anticipating  getting  in  there  in  a  December, 

21  January  time  frame  depending  on  their  contractor's 

22  activities.    Currently,  that's  what  we're  still 

23  anticipating. 

24  The  commissary  investigation  has  been  put  on 

25  hold  temporarily,  due  to  redirection  of  funds  to 
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1  the  Crissy  Field  remediation.    The  Corps  of 
?  Engineers  has  just  received  funding  documents 
3  backfilling  that  requirement  so  we  can  proceed  with 
i  scheduling  on  that  activity  in  the  future.  Are 

5  there  any  questions? 

6  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  was  looking  back 

7  at  your  Crissy  Field  schedule.    The  Buildings  950 

8  and  924,  are  those  sort  of  quasi-real  dates,  or  do 

9  you  expect  to  be  done  by  the  end  the  year? 

0  BOAROMEMBER  HANDEL:    Well,  at  this 

1  point,  I'd  have  to  say  that  these  are  the  dates  we 

2  expect  to  complete.    I  don't  expect  any  additional 

3  slippage  at  this  time. 

4  BOARDMEHBER  HOOPER:     I  notice  that 

5  there's  supposed  to  be  a  public  meeting  to  discuss 

6  a  CAP  on  Building  1065  scheduled  for  next  week.  Is 

7  that  still  on? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    No.     I  have  been 

9  informed  that  there  is  no  scheduled  public 
!0  meeting. 

!1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    When  will 

!2  the  public  meeting  be  if  it's  not  next  week? 
!3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  made  a 

!4  decision  based  on  input.  We  were  originally  going 
!5  to  have  a  public  meeting  prior  to  this  meeting  for 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  when  will  the 

2  comment  period  begin? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    November  17th 

4  to  December  17th,  is  the  30-day  comment  period. 

5  We'll  have  an  RPM  meeting  in  December,  on  or  about 

6  December  8th.    You  will  all  have  a  subcommittee 

7  meeting  during  that  comment  period.     If  there  are 

8  some  questions  about  that  as  you  look  at  the 

9  document  that  you  want  to  discuss,  I  think  we'll 

10  make  ourselves  available  to  attend  that 

11  subcommittee  meeting  and  answer  any  questions  that 

12  you  might  have  about  the  document.    If  there's  any 

13  other  issues  where  you  want  more  of  the 

14  stakeholders  there,  certainly,  we  have  the  RPM 

15  meeting  in  December. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Would  it  be 

17  reasonable  to  try  to  schedule  that  now, 

18  anticipating  that  people  would  be  interested? 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  can  put  that 

20  as  an  agenda  item  for  the  December  RPM,  that's  for 

21  sure. 

22  I  think  in  the  IT  Project  Status  Report,  it 

23  gives  --  it's  in  a  brief,  but  a  very  accurate 

24  description  of  what  Building  1065  was,  and  what  the 

25  problems  were  at  the  site.    So  it's  a  pretty 
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1  the  1065  CAP.    There  were  several  discussions  with 

2  the  Water  Board  about  their  availability,  and  then 

3  there  was  a  decision  made  not  to  have  a  public 

4  meeting  and  just  to  have  the  public  review  period, 

5  which  will  begin  on  November  17th.    The  Building 

6  1065  CAPs  were  mailed  out  today  to  the  regulatory 

7  agencies.    Other  copies  for  other  persons  --  I 

8  think  there  was  enough  to  send  everyone,  but  only 

9  one  to  the  RAB.    But  you  should  have  an  Emai I 

10  announcement  or  fax  announcement  that  that  document 

11  is  available.    If  you  want  your  own  individual 

12  copy,  you  can  contact  our  library. 

13  The  Water  Board  had  indicated  to  us  there  is 

14  no  regulatory  requi rement  to  have  a  public  meeting 

15  for  the  Corrective  Action  Plan.    And  because  of  the 

16  difficulty  in  scheduling  time  for  Joseph  Chou  to  be 

17  here,  we  decided  not  to  have  one,  and  instead  just 

18  have  the  normal  30-day  review  period. 

19  We  feel  that's  appropriate,  given 

20  opportunities  to  discuss  the  Corrective  Action  Plan 

21  during  the  comment  period  at  subcommittee  meetings 

22  or  at  the  RPM  meeting  in  December,  which  will 

23  happen  before  the  end  of  the  comment  period;  that's 

24  why  we  made  that  decision,  based  on  regulatory 

25  guidance. 
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1  straightforward  explanation,  there's  not  a  lot  of 

2  mystery  to  it.    It's  a  pretty  straightforward 

3  petroleum  contaminated  area.    I  think  for  the  folks 

4  that  participated  in  the  decision-analysis  process 

5  for  Building  207/231  CAP,  you  may  have  observed 

6  that  there  were  folks  from  IT  shadowing  those 

7  meetings  on  many  different  occasions. 

8  Dave  Kelly,  as  you  can  see  here,  is  the 

9  project  lead.    The  primary  reason  he  was  there  was 

10  to  understand  some  of  the  issues  that  the 

11  stakeholders  were  presenting  at  the  207/231  CAP, 

12  and  take  those  into  consideration  as  he  developed 

13  the  Corrective  Action  Plan  for  this  CAP. 

14  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Would  it  be 

15  possible  to  have  a  presentation  at  the  next  RAB 

16  meeting? 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Sure.    I  think 

18  that  leads  into  the  next  question.    That  was, 

19  whether  or  not  we  were  going  to  have  a  December 

20  meeting.    I  guess  that's  already  been  decided. 

21  That's  just  a  question  I  was  going  to  pose  to 

22  people  just  because  of  the  Christmas  holidays. 

23  Historically,  if  you  look  at  our  attendance  roster 

24  for  our  December  RAB  meetings  they're  usually 

25  pretty  light,  but  given  that  there  seems  to  be  some 
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1  i nterest  about  1 065 ,  I  th  i nk  that  answers  the 
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that  call  then,  then  we'll  know  something  in  a 

c.  question,  we  ii  nave  tne  uecemDer  kad. 

tl 

coup I e  of  weeks  and  send  someth  i  ng  out  i  n  a  coup I e 

3            The  meeting  wi  L I  not  be  here,  because  this 
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23 

much  about  the  Muwekma  Ohlone  Tribe.    I  would  like 
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24 
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1  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Uelcome.    This  is 

2  not  the  regularly  scheduled  meeting  time  for  the 

3  Presidio  Restoration  Advisory  Board,  due  to  last 

4  week's  power  outage.    Tonight  we  are  at  the 

5  Presidio  Trust  Building,  and  many  thanks  to  our 

6  hosts,  the  Presidio  Trust. 

7  Does  everyone  have  an  agenda?    Are  there  any 

8  changes  or  additions  or  comments  to  that  agenda? 

9  I  would  like  to  throw  in  somewhere,  where  it 

10  would  be  appropriate,  some  comments  from  the 

11  Presidio  RAB  members  regarding  the  current  public 

12  process.    If  we  could  ask  Dave  a  few  questions 

13  about  the  current  state  of  affairs,  that  would  be 

14  good.    Perhaps,  we  could  place  it  in  after  the  No. 

15  5  presentations? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  you  could 

17  do  it  after  5.B.,  because  we're  going  to  talk  about 

18  some  of  the  meetings  we've  been  having.    So  I  think 

19  just  following  that  update,  any  questions  would  be 

20  reasonable  at  that  point. 

21  FACILITATOR  KERN:    So  seeing  no  other 

22  changes  to  the  agenda.    Any  announcements  tonight? 

23  Old  business?    Committee  reports? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Well,  our 

25  committee  met  on  November  24th,  at  the  Presidio 
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1  Alliance  Building,  so  that's  another  group  we're 

2  grateful  to  for  making  their  facility  available. 

3  As  usual,  we  discussed  a  variety  of  the  things  that 

4  are  going  on,  including  lead-based  paint  issues, 

5  and  the  new  EPA  proposed  regulations.    Also  the 

6  responses  from  Congresswoman  Pelosi  and  Senator 

7  Feinstein,  and  I  think  Boxer,  too,  concerning  our 

8  letter,  which  were  all  very  positive,  and  our 

9  responses  to  that. 

10  We  talked  about  the  buildings  that  were  at 

11  one  point  scheduled  for  a  CAP,  so  we  talked  about 

12  that  a  little  bit.    We  discussed  the  Main 

13  Installation  Feasibility  Study  Remedial  Action 

14  Plan,  Building  1351.    And  then  we  had  some 

15  subcommittee  reports,  including  one  that  explained 

16  we're  in  contact  with  a  group  called  TOSC,  which  is 

17  Technical  Outreach  Services  for  Communities,  and 

18  we're  still  in  the  preliminary  stage.    We  also 

19  appreciated  that  Sharron  made  available  the 

20  Mountain  Lake  report  to  us. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  have  a 

22  question.    Your  lead-based  paint,  can  you  give  me 

23  copies  of  the  letters  you  got  from  the  Congress 

24  people? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    One  of  them  was 
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1  an  especially  long  telephone  message.    Mark,  I 

2  guess  you  can  give  him  a  copy  of  the  letters. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Regarding  the 

4  lead-based  paint,  did  your  discussion  include  the 

5  EPA  sampling  results  that  were  done  at  the 

6  Presidio? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    We  did.  We 

8  actually  didn't  have  an  EPA  representative  there, 

9  so  we  were  a  little  bit  --  talking  around  it,  or 

10  whatever. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  Michael 

12  sent  me  an  Email  a  week  or  so  ago,  offering  to  give 

13  an  EPA  perspective  on  what  the  sampling  results 

14  were  in  the  big  picture,  and  that  might  be  useful 

15  at  the  next  meeting. 

16  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Presentations. 

17  MR.  KELLY:    For  those  of  you  that 

18  don't  know  me,  I'm  Dave  Kelly,  with  IT  Corporation, 

19  subcontractor  to  the  Army  Corps  working  out  here  at 

20  the  Presidio.    And  tonight  I'm  going  to  give  a 

21  little  bit  of  a  background  on  the  Building  1065 

22  Corrective  Action  Plan,  which  is  currently  out  for 

23  public  review  and  comment.    I'll  give  a  little  bit 

24  of  information  about  what  it's  made  up  of  and 

25  essentially  where  it  leads  to. 
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1  and  they  also  looked  at  some  solvents  in  the  area. 

2  Essentially,  most  of  what  they  found  was  petroleum 

3  hydrocarbons,  so  the  site  was  transferred  to  the 

4  Basewide  Petroleum  Cleanup  Program. 

5  In  1996  we  did  a  preliminary  site 

6  investigation,  which  included  a  passive  soil  gas 

7  survey.    We  were  looking  for  some  of  the  sources  of 

8  contamination  at  the  site,  sources  of  the  soil 

9  contamination  at  the  site.    We  also  did  research  of 

10  the  historical  records  to  see  what  potential 

11  sources  there  were  in  the  area.    Based  on  the 

12  preliminary  site  assessment,  we  did  a  site 

13  investigation  where  we  collected  some  soil  and  some 

14  groundwater  samples  to  determine  what  the  sources 

15  were,  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  petroleum 

16  contamination  that  was  at  the  site. 

17  We  also,  at  the  time,  collected  some  samples, 

18  for  looking  into  the  future  at  what  some  of  the 

19  remediation  alternatives  might  be,  and  to  get  some 

20  of  that  data  to  develop  those  alternatives 

21  appropriately  for  the  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

22  This  is  the  Building  1065  site.    Again,  it 

23  was  an  incinerator  at  one  time.    There  was  also 

24  some  painting  operations  that  were  done  there  that 

25  were  mostly  office  furniture. 
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1  For  those  of  you  that  are  not  familiar  with 

2  Building  1065,  it's  located  in  the  northeast  corner 

3  of  the  Presidio,  right  up  here  in  the  middle  of  the 

4  Letterman  Army  complex. 

5  Here's  a  list  of  some  of  the  elements  of  the 

6  Corrective  Action  Plan.    It  has  a  little  bit  of  the 

7  site  history  of  the  1065  site,  some  of  the  other 

8  locations  and  buildings  around  it,  and  some  of  the 

9  uses  of  the  building.    It  summarizes  some  of  the 

10  results  of  previous  investigations  at  the  sites. 

11  It  includes  the  Corrective  Action  objectives,  which 

12  essentially  leads  to  the  cleanup  levels  that  were 

13  developed  for  the  sites.    It  also  develops  the  site 

14  boundaries  and  the  areas  that  require  remediation. 

15  And  based  on  the  previous  investigations  and  the 

16  Corrective  Action  levels  that  are  developed, 

17  there's  some  Corrective  Action  alternatives  that 

18  are  developed.    They  are  identified  and  evaluated 

19  as  part  of  the  Corrective  Action  Plan  to  determine 

20  a  proposed  Corrective  Action  Plan  for  the  site. 

21  The  Building  1065  site  actually  started  as 

22  part  of  the  remedial  investigation  at  the 

23  Presidio.    At  one  time  at  the  building  there  was 

24  an  incinerator  located  there,  so  samples  were 

25  collected  and  analyzed  for  potential  for  metals. 
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1  This  1064  here  was  actually  the  location  of  a 

2  gas  station,  and  in  1995,  or  early  1996,  there  were 

3  three  underground  storage  tanks  removed  from  that 

4  site  that  were  associated  with  that  gas  station. 

5  During  the  records  research  we  found  that 

6  Building  1066      which  isn't  there  anymore,  it's  a 

7  parking  lot  now  --  was  also  the  location  of  a  gas 

8  station,  and  the  records  indicated  that  at  one  time 

9  there  was  an  underground  storage  tank  at  that  site, 

10  also. 

11  Building  1040  was  a  steam  plant,  and  also  a 

12  generating  plant  at  one  time.    There  was  two  tanks, 

13  above-ground  storage  tanks,  that  were  fuel  oil 

14  tanks  that  fueled  the  generator,  and  they  were 

15  connected  to  the  fuel  distribution  system  at  the 

16  Presidio. 

17  We  split  the  Corrective  Action  objectives  up 

18  into  soil  and  groundwater  because  we  found 

19  petroleum  hydrocarbons  in  both.    And  some  of  the 

20  objectives  for  the  soil  at  the  site  were  to  remove 

21  potential  sources  of  contamination,  if  it  would 

22  continue  to  be  a  source  of  contamination  to 

23  groundwater,  and  that  was  mostly  any  free  product 

24  in  the  soil  or  in  the  capillary  fringe. 

25  The  objective  was,  for  the  source  of 
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1  contamination,  to  remove  them,  the  wells  that  are 

2  in  the  capillary  fringe  contributing  to 

3  groundwater.    The  other  objective  was  to  reduce  any 

4  residual  soil  concentrations  that  could  potentially 

5  be  future  contributors,  and  those  were  Presidio 

6  cleanup  requirements. 

7  The  last  objective  was  to  provide  evidence 

8  that  these  objectives  would  be  met  through 

9  monitoring  and/or  sampling. 

10  Based  on  these  objectives  in  the  site  cleanup 

11  requirements,  there  were  some  areas  that  came  out 

12  as  areas  requiring  corrective  action.  They 

13  included  an  area  right  up  in  here  that  was  mostly 

14  the  fuel  oil  and  diesel,  and  it  was  probably 

15  associated  with  where  a  diesel  tank  was  located  at 

16  the  gas  station.    And  then  the  second  area  right  in 

17  this  area,  which  was  where  we  removed  the 

18  underground  storage  tank. 

19  Again,  the  corrective  actions  for  groundwater 

20  were  similar  for  soil.    The  objectives  were  to 

21  reduce  levels  that  were  protective  of  long-term 

22  water  quality.    Also,  to  prevent  migration  of 

23  contaminates  to  surface  water.    And  this  is  added 

24  as  kind  of  a  precautionary  thing.    The  area  is 

25  probably  located  pretty  far  away  from  any  of  these 
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1  sources,  but  it  was  included  in  there  as  a 

2  possibility.    And  then  again,  that  objective  was  to 

3  provide  evidence  that  these  objectives  could  be  met 

4  through  monitoring  or  confirmation  sampling. 

5  Again,  with  the  corrective  action  objectives, 

6  and  the  site  investigation  results,  some  areas  were 

7  developed  that  required  corrective  action.  These 

8  areas  include,  again,  right  around  this  gasoline 

9  tank  and  the  three  tanks  that  were  removed,  then 

10  this  little  area  in  here,  which  was  probably, 

11  potentially,  associated  with  the  fuel  distribution 

12  system  that  came  back  along  this  side  of  the 

13  building. 

14  Based  on  the  soil  conditions,  the 

15  contaminates  that  we  found  and  the  relative  size  of 

16  these  plumes,  we  developed  some  Corrective  Action 

17  alternatives.    We  did  this  at  the  same  time  the 

18  Building  207  Corrective  Action  Plan  was  being 

19  prepared.    Some  of  the  people  here  helped  in  the 

20  preparation  and  development  of  these  alternatives. 

21  Because  the  sites  are  very  similar,  we  held  to  the 

22  same  alternatives  so  that  the  same  alternatives 

23  were  used  in  a  slightly  different  way  at  the  other 

24  site,  but  we're  trying  to  be  consistent  in  the 

25  methods  of  cleanup  out  here. 
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1  The  no  action  was  an  alternative.  It's 

2  always  kind  of  used  to  evaluate  what  would  happen 

3  if  you  didn't  do  anything  at  the  site,  what  the 

4  affects  are  for  that. 

5  We  also  looked  at  vadose  in  soil  excavation 

6  and  then  groundwater  extraction  treatment,  what's 

7  called,  "pump  and  treat,"  with  the  treatment  being 

8  above-ground  bioreactor. 

9  The  third  alternative  was  vadose  in  soil 

10  excavation,  followed  by  some  additional  excavation 

11  into  the  capillary  fringe  below  the  groundwater 

12  near  the  source  of  contamination,  to  remove  what's 

13  contributing  to  groundwater  contamination,  and  then 

14  follow  that  up  with  long-term  monitoring. 

15  The  fourth  alternative  that  was  evaluated  was 

16  soil  excavation  with  natural  attenuation  for 

17  groundwater,  which  is  a  little  bit  different  than 

18  long-term  monitoring  in  the  sense  that  you're 

19  developing  a  goal  to  meet  and  you're  monitoring  the 

20  naturally  occurring  process  as  they  naturally  meet 

21  that  goal.    You're  also  evaluating  the  potential 

22  that's  going  to  happen,  how  long  it's  going  to 

23  take,  and  that's  a  lot  that  goes  into  that. 

24  The  fifth  alternative  was  soil  bioventing. 

25  This  is  essentially  enhancing  biodegradation  by 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 


1  injecting  air,  to  supply  air  to  the  microbes,  which 

2  then  degrades  the  contaminates.    That  would  be  the 

3  soil  treatment.    The  groundwater  treatment  would  be 

4  biosparging  where  you're  injecting  air  into  the 

5  groundwater  to  supply  oxygen  to  the  bacteria  in  the 

6  groundwater  to  support  the  degradation 

7  contaminates. 

8  Alternatives  that  we  looked  at.    Again,  soil 

9  excavation,  groundwater  bioremediation  to  be 

10  enhanced  with  oxygen  release  compounds,  which  is 

11  similar  to  a  cement  material,  either  injected  into 

12  the  ground  or  added  through  the  monitoring  wells. 

13  It  supplies  oxygen  to  the  bacteria,  so  it's  just 

14  another  method  of  getting  oxygen  into  the 

15  bacteria. 

16  The  seventh  alternative  would  be  dual-phase 

17  extract ion/groundwater  treatment  with  bioreactor. 

18  What  duel-phase  extraction  is,  it's  commonly  called 

19  slurping.    It's  drawing  both  air  and  water  out  of 

20  one  well.    The  air,  what  it  does,  it  strips  the 

21  contaminates,  the  volatile  contaminates  out  of  the 

22  soil,  and  you  collect  them  into  the  well.    At  the 

23  same  time,  you're  pulling  up  the  groundwater  so 

24  you're  creating  kind  of  a  void  so  that  both  the 

25  groundwater  and  the  soil  will  migrate  with  no  hard 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

Page  3 


TinyTran 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


13 


1  contamination  in  the  soil,  and  soil  contamination 

2  will  migrate  towards  the  well  where  it's  recovered, 

3  and  then  any  water  recovered  will  be  treated  with  a 

4  bioreactor. 

5  Another  alternative  would  be  soil  bioventing 

6  with  groundwater  natural  attenuation. 

7  And  then  the  last  one,  vadose  and  saturated 

8  soil  excavation  with  the  oxygen  released 

9  compounds. 

10  Once  we  had  all  these  alternatives  and  they 

11  were  developed  for  the  sites,  it  comes  to:    How  do 

12  you  compare  the  alternatives?    And  again,  when  the 

13  207  CAP  was  in  preparation,  they  started  looking  at 

14  what  some  of  the  evaluation  criteria  specific  to 

15  the  Presidio  would  be,  and  take  in  some  of  the 

16  concerns  of  the  public  and  the  agencies  at  the 

17  Presidio.    So  that  was  reflected  in  our  use,  and  a 

18  lot  of  the  same  criteria. 

19  All  of  the  alternatives  were  compared  against 

20  each  other  under  each  one  of  these  criteria.  What 

21  we  looked  at  was  the  effectiveness  of  these 

22  alternatives  for  the  protection  of  surface  water; 

23  ecological  receptors;  resources;  public  health  and 

24  safety  during  cleanup;  worker  health  and  safety 

25  during  cleanup;  water  quality;  human  health,  and 
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1  then  the  affect  of  the  alternative  to  contain, 

2  versus  just  transferring  the  contaminates. 

3  We  also  looked  at  the  cleanup  time  of  the 

4  different  alternatives.    Not  only  just  cleanup  time 

5  in  the  sense  of  how  long  does  it  take  until  they're 

6  done,  but  also,  a  sense  of  how  long  does  it  take  to 

7  even  get  it  in  the  field?    How  long  does  it  take  to 

8  complete  it  completely,  and  walk  away  from  the 

9  site,  versus,  how  long  does  it  take  for  the  site  to 

10  be  reused  for  the  reuse  that  it's  planned  for  right 

11  now? 

12  We  also  looked  at  the  implementabi lity  of  the 

13  different  alternatives.    How  easy  would  it  be  to 

14  implement  these  as  far  as  compliance  and 

15  permitting;  administrative  feasibility;  technical 

16  feasibility;  stakeholder  acceptance,  and  Army 

17  partnership? 

18  Then  the  last  criteria  with  the  flexibility 

19  as  far  as  interim  site  reuse  or  long-term  reuse. 

20  And  then  the  cost.    And  what  we  did  with  all  of 

21  these  criteria,  we  went  down  with  each  alternative 

22  and  just  compared  it  to  the  evaluation  criteria. 

23  We  did  that  for  each  one  of  the  alternatives,  each 

24  one  of  the  criteria.    Then  we  looked  at  in  the  end, 

25  how  the  alternatives  compare  to  each  other  based  on 
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1  the  criteria,  and  all  of  that  is  spelled  out  in  the 

2  Corrective  Action  Plan. 

3  Based  on  their  comparison,  we  came  up  with  a 

4  proposed  Corrective  Action  Plan.    And  the  proposed 

5  Corrective  Action  Plan  is  Alternative  No.  6, 

6  excavation  and  off-site  disposal  of  the  vadose  zone 

7  soil  with  petroleum  hydrocarbons  concentrations 

8  above  action  levels.    That  was  just  for  soil.  For 

9  groundwater,  the  treatment  would  be  enhanced 

10  bioremediation  of  residual  petroleum  hydrocarbons 

11  in  groundwater  using  oxygen  release  compounds. 

12  There  would  be  periodic  groundwater  monitoring  to 

13  evaluate  the  bioremediation  process  and  also  to 

14  look  at  plume  stability. 

15  The  schedule  for  completion  for  the 

16  Corrective  Action  Plan  was  released  for  public 

17  comment  November  the  17th.    Public  comments  are  due 

18  in  December,  which  would  be  the  19th.    We  will 

19  finalize  it  close  to  January  1999,  depending  on  the 

20  amount  of  comments.    Any  questions? 

21  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Once  the 

22  Corrective  Action  Plan  is  finalized,  what's  the 

23  schedule  for  moving  forward  from  there? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Some  of  the 

25  funds  for  the  soil  removal  are  secure. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Would  it  be 

2  implemented  in  phases? 

3  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    It  would  need  to 

4  be. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    That's  not 

6  described  in  the  CAP.    How  we  would  comment  on  that 

7  phase? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I 'm  not  certain 

9  how  to  answer  that,  at  this  point. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    There  was  some 

11  discussion  when  we  were  having  the  Building  207 

12  meetings  about  the  effectiveness  of  oxygen  released 

13  compounds.    I  wonder  if  you  could  described,  in 

14  general,  to  the  group  what  kind  of  results  from 

15  studies  that  you  have  that  gave  you  some  idea  that 

16  this  would  eventually  have  some  chance  of  working? 

17  MR.  KELLY:    ORC  is  essentially 

18  magnesium  oxide,  which  is  very  similar  to  concrete, 

19  which  is  calcium  oxide.    What  it  does,  it  reacts 

20  with  water,  and  that  reaction  gives  off  oxygen  and 

21  calcium  hydroxide  is  what  you  get,  it  holds  the 

22  concrete  together. 

23  The  reason  why  they  use  magnesium  and 

24  peroxide,  is  that  the  ph  is  much  lower  than 

25  cement.    Cement  gives  off  a  ph  that  is  more  11  to 
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1  12.    Magnesium/peroxide  is  more  9.5. 

2  Some  different  applications  of  ORC  that  have 

3  been  used  in  the  past.    It's  been  used  for 

4  saturated  zones  for  source  treatment.  It's 

5  injected  into  the  soil  near  the  source  of 

6  contamination  to  supply  oxygen  to  it.  Sometimes 

7  it's  used  in  tanks  where  a  tank  is  removed.  They 

8  mix  the  ORC  with  the  backfill  soil  and  place  it  in 

9  there.    Sometimes  it's  inserted  into  the  monitoring 

10  wells  where  it  is  just  an  easy  place  to  get  it  into 

11  the  groundwater  where  it  can  react  and  release 

12  oxygen.    Sometimes  they  use  it  for  plume  control 

13  just  to  stop  contamination  from  migrating  off 

14  site. 

15  We  ran  a  little  study  at  Building  1065,  and 

16  the  results  are  actually  presented  in  the 

17  Corrective  Action  Plan.    And  what  we  did  was  a 

18  little  injection  of  the  ORC  material  in  one 

19  location,  injected  it  right  into  the  soil  and 

20  groundwater.    And  we  put  some  temporary  monitoring 

21  wells  just  downgradient  to  the  down-water  flow 

22  direction,  and  monitored  the  oxygen  that  was 

23  released  by  the  ORC  material. 

24  What  we  found,  it  was  pretty  effective  at 

25  releasing  oxygen.    Initial  concentrations  were 
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1  somewhere  below  .5,  which  is  actually  fairly  low. 

2  We  did  a  study  in  kind  of  a  highly-concentrated 

3  area,  and  what  we  saw  was  the  initial  oxygen 

4  concentration  was  very  low,  which  is  what  you 

5  normally  see  because  the  bacteria  there  used  up  the 

6  oxygen. 

7  What  happened,  this  one  right  here  is  the 

8  well,  the  temporary  well  closest  to  the  ORC  point, 

9  which  we  saw  go  up  right  away.    The  other  ones,  a 

10  little  further  downgradient,  came  up  a  little  while 

11  later,  and  the  oxygen  levels  came  up  to  something 

12  that's  acceptable  for  bioremediation;  it  will 

13  enhance  the  bacteria.    And  then  what  we  saw  after  a 

14  certain  period  of  time,  it's  like  concrete,  it 

15  cures  over  a  period  of  time  and  then  it  stops 

16  curing  so  much.    And  that's  what  we  saw,  the  oxygen 

17  rate  started  dropping  off. 

18  What  we  did  see  was  the  initial 

19  concentrations  were  up  here  around  .5,  where  the 

20  final  concentrations  were  a  little  bit  lower.  What 

21  I  think  the  reason  for  this  is,  you  had  a  bacteria 

22  population  that  was  at  a  steady  state,  based  on 

23  concentration  of  oxygen  at  that  time.    Once  you 

24  build  up  that  bacteria  by  supplying  the  oxygen, 

25  they  keep  using  it  until  they  die  off  and  they  will 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


19 


20 


1  use  it  to  a  lower  concentration  before  they  start 

2  dying  off,  and  then  it  will  start  coming  up  again. 

3  So  that's  what  we  saw.    And  we  used  this 

4  information  to  do  the  conceptual  design  for  the 

5  Corrective  Action  Plan  as  part  of  the  ORC 

6  alternative.    And  we'll  continue  to  use  this 

7  information  for  the  final  design  of  the  system. 

8  FACILITATOR  KERN:    There  was  some 

9  discussion  in  our  other  meetings  about, 

10  potentially,  the  subsurface  acting  --  it  would 

11  absorb  all  this  extra  oxygen  because  of  the 

12  subsurface  conditions,  and  it  wouldn't  necessarily 

13  go  to  the  bacteria  usage.    Was  there  any  final 

14  thoughts  about  that? 

15  MR.  KELLY:    It  all  depends  on  the 

16  soil  conditions  and  what  types  of  soil  you  have  at 

17  different  sites.    Generally,  most  of  the 

18  contamination  is  in  the  sandy  soil,  the  same  as  if 

19  you  took  something  and  injected  it,  it's  going  to 

20  go  to  the  path  of  least  resistance,  and  that's 

21  generally  the  sandy  layers.    Most  of  the  organics 

22  that  are  naturally  occurring  are  in  the  bay  mud, 

23  which  is  the  thick,  heavy  clays. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    A  couple  of 

25  years  ago  we  listened  to  a  presentation  on  a  fairly 
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1  sophisticated  software  program  that  took  all  of 

2  these  variables  that  you  have  discussed  and 

3  measured  them  against  a  set  of  prioritized  results 

4  that  you'd  be  looking  for.    And  I  was  wondering  if 

5  you  used  that  software  to  come  up  with  your 

6  proposed  corrective  action,  and  if  not,  if  you 

7  would  use  the  software  to  validate  your 

8  conclusions? 

9  MR.  KELLY:     I'm  not  sure  -- 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    We  used  that 

11  software  with  the  207  Corrective  Action  Plan,  but 

12  not  for  this  one. 

13  MR.  KELLY:    We  sat  in  with  those 

14  meetings  and  were  consistent  with  the  direction 

15  that  they  were  going  with  that  model  decision. 

16  That's  where  the  alternatives  came  out  of  with  all 

17  of  that  discussion  and  that  model,  and  that's  also 

18  where  the  evaluation  criteria  came  out  of.    We  also 

19  looked  at  biasing  the  criteria  the  same  way  that 

20  they  were  biasing  with  the  model. 

21  Doug  was  involved  with  those  meetings,  and  I 

22  think  --  Mark,  you  went  in  on  some  of  those? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:  Yes. 

24  MR.  KELLY:    So  we're  looking  along 

25  the  same  lines  and  using  that  same  information.  We 
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1  did  stop  at  a  point,  because  we  were  ready  to 

2  complete  it,  so  they  kept  going  with  a  model  and  we 

3  stopped  with  that  point  that  they  were  at,  at  that 

4  time.    So  it  is  consistent  with  that,  but  it  may 

5  not  be  the  same.    I  think  we  each  came  up  with  the 

6  same  proposed  alternative  at  that  time  for  207, 

7  which  was  to  use  the  ORC  and  excavate  the  soil 

8  contaminates. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Dave  Kelly  was 

10  gracious  enough  to  give  me  a  copy,  and  I'm 

11  wondering  if  I  can  get  an  extension  time  to  review 

12  that? 

13  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  talked  about 

14  that.    It's  just,  we're  not  going  to  complete  the 

15  CAP  until  we  get  all  the  comments  in. 

16  BOARDMEHBER  HOOPER:     What's  the 

17  proposed  reuse  at  this  site? 

18  BOARDMEHBER  ULLENSVANG:    This  is  a 

19  part  of  the  Letterman  complex,  which  is  mixed  use. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    What  site  CAP 

21  do  we  basically  use?    We  use  the  residential, 

22  right? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    But  the  CAP 

24  doesn't  say  that  it's  residential  use  in  that 

25  area. 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Does  that 

2  harden  up  like  concrete  when  you  put  in  it? 

3  MR.  KELLY:    Yes,  it  does,  but  not  as 

4  hard  as  concrete. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    Will  anything 

6  grow  on  top  of  that? 

7  MR.  KELLY:    What  we  did,  you  try  and 

8  inject  it  just  into  the  groundwater  table,  which, 

9  in  our  case,  is  six  to  eight  feet  below  groundwater 

10  surface.    So  you  would  just  inject  that  in.  And 

11  the  common  way  to  complete  any  soil  boring,  or  any 

12  well  is  to  grout  that  to  the  surface.    So  what 

13  you're  actually  using  is  a  cement  mixture  to  grout 

14  it  all  the  way  to  the  surface. 

15  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thanks,  Dave. 

16  5.B.,  FS/RAP  Update. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  Everybody 

18  should  have  a  copy  of  the  handout  on  these  slides. 

19  If  you  don't,  they're  some  additional  copies  on  the 

20  back  table. 

21  What  1  want  to  do  tonight  is  give  everybody 

22  an  update  on  the  Feasibility  Study  progress,  that 

23  is  the  development  of  the  actual  document,  and  to 

24  give  an  overview  of  some  of  the  technical  meetings 

25  that  the  Army  has  had  with  the  regulators.  Should 
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1  you  have  any  questions  about  any  of  this,  feel  free 

2  to  ask  the  questions  as  we  get  through  various 

3  portions  of  the  briefing. 

4  All  right.    So  we're  in  the  process  of  having 

5  technical  discussions  with  the  regulators.    Some  of 

6  the  outcomes  of  those  meetings  are  going  to  affect 

7  our  continuation  with  the  development  of  the 

8  Feasibility  Study  tasks,  and  as  you  can  see  here, 

9  that's  going  to  affect  the  overall  schedule. 

10  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Are  you  finding 

11  that  this  process,  that  is  excluding  community 

12  members,  and  others,  is  useful,  beneficial,  to  the 

13  process?    I  can  say,  from  the  community  point  of 

14  view,  that  it's  fairly  frustrating  to  not  be 

15  involved  in  these  discussions. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     The  Army  is 

17  finding  these  meetings  useful.    We  are  getting  the 

18  types  of  feedback  from  the  regulators  that  we  need 

19  to  have  before  we're  getting  ready  to  talk  about 

20  these  issues  with  the  other  stakeholders;  so,  yes. 

21  So  these  first  few  slides  I'm  going  to  go 

22  over  the  basic  component  of  the  document.    This  one 

23  is  talking  about  the  responsiveness  summary.  As 

24  you  can  see,  that  remains  about  90  percent 

25  complete.    We're  still  hashing  out  some  of  the 
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1  technical  issues  that  are  going  to  affect  our  final 

2  responses  on  the  document. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Have  you 

4  resolved  all  of  the  issues,  other  than  the 

5  technical  issues? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  most  of 

7  the  issues  that  are  remaining  to  complete  the 

8  responsiveness  summary  are  technical  in  nature,  and 

9  that's  where  it  deals  with  some  of  those  issues. 

10  We  can't  complete  the  responsiveness  summary  until 

11  we  read  some  technical  consensus  on  that. 

12  If  we're  presenting  an  approach  to  the 

13  regulators,  that  is  their  responsibility  to  give  us 

14  determination  on  whether  those  approaches  are 

15  technically  defensible,  from  a  regulatory 

16  standpoint.    And  if  they  say  in  the  meetings, 

17  "Well,  no,  it's  not,  do  this  instead,"  then  we 

18  need  to  go  back  to  the  drawing  board  and  re-present 

19  that  information  to  them,  or  something  like  that. 

20  On  the  other  hand,  we're  presenting  a  concept  to 

21  them,  or  whatever,  and  they  say,  "We  don't  have  any 

22  technical  objection  to  what  you're  presenting," 

23  then  that  may  allow  us  to  answer  specific  issues 

24  that  were  posed  as  comments  to  the  Army's  1997/FS. 

25  And  on  some  of  those  things  we're  there,  and  on 
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1  some  of  those  things  were  not. 

2  The  next  slide  just  talks  about  the  boiler 

3  plate  portion  of  the  Feasibility  Study.    And  as  you 

4  can  see  here  from  the  slide,  it's  talking  about 

5  introductory  sections  and  the  ARAR  section,  and 

6  things  of  that  nature.    Again,  some  components  of 

7  those  sections  are  yet  to  be  finalized  pending 

8  outcomes  of  these  technical  discussions. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  have  another 

10  question  about  your  meetings.    Can  you  describe, 

11  what,  in  your  view,  is  reaching  consensus  with  the 

12  regulators?    I'll  just  throw  out  a  hypothetical. 

13  Let's  say  you  present  something,  and  nobody  says 

14  anything,  do  you  view  that  as  people  having 

15  consensus  with  your  position? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Silence  is 

17  concurrence,  usually.    But  in  our  case,  we're 

18  getting  feedback  from  the  regulators. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  don't  think 

20  there  has  been  anything  we  put  out  that  has  been 

21  met  with  dead  silence,  so  everything  that's  put  out 

22  on  the  table  gets  discussed. 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Somebody's  got 

24  something  to  say  about  the  concepts  that  we're 

25  presenting  regarding  these  specific  technical 
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1  issues  regarding  the  Feasibility  Study. 

2  FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  you  presented, 

3  for  example,  a  table  of  numbers  or  components  to  an 

4  equation,  and  somebody  doesn't  mention  about  a 

5  particular  number,  is  that  considered  concurrence? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We're  not 

7  getting  that  deep  in  the  weeds.    We're  talking 

8  about  technical  approaches  to  deal  with  risk 

9  assessment  and  remedial  action  objectives,  COCs, 

10  and  things  of  that  nature.    We're  not  getting  that 

11  far  down  in  the  weeds  on  this. 

12  So  I  think,  maybe,  if  you  wait  a  few  moments, 

13  and  look  at  what  we've  talked  about  at  the  couple 

14  of  meetings  we  had,  if  you  have  some  questions 

15  about  it,  then  maybe  you  can  toss  it  out  there,  and 

16  there  are  some  folks  out  there  that  can  answer 

17  something  more  specific,  like  what  you  were 

18  asking. 

19  FACILITATOR  KERN:  Okay. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Again,  this 

21  issue  about  the  landfills,  we  have  an  upcoming 

22  meeting,  another  in  a  series  of  technical  meetings 

23  with  the  regulators.    After  the  start  of  the  new 

24  year  we're  going  to  be  covering  this  landfill 

25  issue.    So  this  has  kind  of  remained  in  limbo  in 
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1  terms  of  the  effort  going  into  it.    So  no  real 

2  change  on  that  from  previous  updates. 

3  This  slide  talks  about  the  screening  of 

4  alternatives.    Again,  the  site-specific  remedial 

5  alternatives  are  contingent  upon  some  of  these 

6  technical  discussions  that  we're  having.  Again, 

7  we're  not  there  yet.    There's  some  things  we  have 

8  to  continue  to  look  at.    We're  continuing  to  look 

9  at  those,  and  so,  as  with  many  of  those  other 

10  things,  this  is  remaining  about  the  same  completion 

11  percentage  as  it  has  in  the  past  couple  of 

12  meetings. 

13  As  far  as  the  schedule  goes,  the  bottom  line 

14  concern  is  we're  still  looking  at  about  a  two-month 

15  delay  from  what  we  originally  thought.    This  slide 

16  says  14  weeks,  that's  stretching  it  out  over  the 

17  whole  time  period,  counting  some  delays  we  were 

18  having.    We're  looking  at  the  FS  coming  out 

19  sometime  in  late  April,  early  May.    And  then  the 

20  draft  RAP,  the  review  and  finalization  of  that 

21  document  coming  along  after  in  a  schedule  that  I 

22  provided  to  BCT  members  at  our  last  BCT  meeting  at 

23  the  Main  Installation  RAP,  which  is  the  final 

24  decision  document  for  the  Main  Installation  site. 

25  We're  projecting  around  August  or  September  of 
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1  1999,  for  that  to  come  out. 

2  I  just  wanted  to  give  a  summary  of  the 

3  technical  meeting  schedule  that  we  developed  with 

4  the  regulators.    As  you  can  see,  we  had  a  kickoff 

5  meeting  in  the  middle  of  November  and  scheduled  a 

6  series  of  meetings  going  through  the  beginning  of 

7  the  new  year.    Today  was  December  15,  and  we  had 

8  that  meeting  today,  which  was  the  third  meeting  in 

9  the  series.    The  next  meeting  is  scheduled  for 

10  January  5th,  and  then  after  that  the  Army  will  need 

11  some  time  to  develop  the  major  issue  in  the 

12  Feasibility  Study  that  most  of  you  will  be 

13  interested  in,  the  actual  remedial  alternatives 

14  that  will  be  proposed.    That  date  will  be 

15  determined,  because  we  will  need  some  time  to 

16  develop  that,  based  on  the  outcomes  of  these 

17  previous  four  meetings. 

18  I'm  going  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  the 

19  meetings  that  we  had  to  date.    We  had  a  meeting  on 

20  December  2nd,  and  as  you  can  see,  we  were  talking 

21  about  risk  assessment  issues.    These  are  the  risk 

22  assessment  issues  that  we  were  talking  about.  I'll 

23  give  you  a  moment  to  take  a  look  at  that.    And  most 

24  of  these,  in  fact,  all  of  this  information,  came 

25  out  of  the  remedial  investigation  report.  It's 
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1  nothing  new  in  this  information  here. 

2  BOARDHEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  have  a 

3  question  on  that.    For  example.  No.  1,  the  human 

4  health  risk  assessment.    Human  health  risk  exposure 

5  assumptions,  you  say,  came  from  the  RI .    So  you're 

6  proposing  no  changes  from  the  assumptions  in  the 

7  RI? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:  No. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    No,  you  were 

10  proposing  changes? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  we  were 

12  proposing  changes. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    So  it's  not 

14  just  from  the  RI? 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  use  this  as 

16  a  baseline  to  talk  about  what  those  changes  needed 

17  to  be,  based  on  the  comments  on  the  1997/FS,  which 

18  was  based  on  the  risk  assessment  in  the  January 

19  1997  RI. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     Now  if  I 

21  could  reiterate  Doug's  question.    When  you  say  you 

22  handed  out  a  table  of  these  assumptions,  did  you  go 

23  over  each  and  every  assumption,  or  were  there  some 

24  assumptions  that  were  not  discussed? 

25  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No,  everything 
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1  is  discussed.    I'll  get  to  that  in  a  second. 

2  Essentially,  what  we  talked  about  with  the 

3  risk  assessment  issues  was  this.    We  presented  a 

4  concept  where  we  talked  about  residential  risk 

5  assessment  scenario.    This  was  based  on  comments 

6  from,  primarily,  the  Presidio  Trust,  regarding  the 

7  adequacy  of  residential  land  use  scenarios,  and  the 

8  Army  taking  that  into  consideration  as  it  went 

9  through  its  development  of  feasibility 

10  alternatives.    Essentially,  the  Presidio  Trust  had 

11  identified  areas  that  previously  were  not 

12  understood  by  the  Army  to  be  residential.  They 

13  identified  areas  that  we  previously  understood  to 

14  be  recreational. 

15  So  without  debating  with  the  reuse  authority 

16  what  their  reuse  plan  was,  we  took  it  at  face 

17  value,  them  saying,  they  want  to  have  residential 

18  use  in  this  area.    However,  we  disagreed  from  a 

19  technical  standpoint  on  some  of  those  areas.    So  we 

20  presented  this  technical  concept  to  the  regulators, 

21  and  we  talked  about  this  permanent,  adjacent  and 

22  temporary  residential  scenario. 

23  I'm  providing  you  this  information,  but  I'm 

24  telling  you  this  was  just  a  concept  presented  to 

25  the  regulators.    In  general,  their  feedback  was. 
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1  "There's  nothing  really  technically  wrong  with  it, 

2  but  it's  probably  not  going  to  fly,  you  might  want 

3  to  look  at  doing  something  else."    And  we're  in  the 

4  process  of  looking  at  what  that  "something  else" 

5  is,  and  we're  not  there  yet.    We're  not  prepared  to 

6  really  say  what  we're  looking  at.    It's  probably 

7  not  going  to  be  this,  and  I'm  not  sure  what  it's 

8  going  to  be.    We  have  to  go  back  to  the  drawing 

9  board.    And  in  going  back  to  the  drawing  board, 

10  that  may  mean  that  we're  going  to  have  to  engage 

11  the  Presidio  Trust  to  have  this  discussion  with 

12  them,  as  an  agency,  to  talk  about  some  of  these 

13  land  use  issues.    But  we're  not  there  yet. 

14  I'm  putting  this  out  there.    This  was  a 

15  concept  that  the  Army  presented  to  the  regulators. 

16  You  see  it,  but  that's  all  it  is.    It's  probably 

17  not  something  that  we're  going  to  do.    We're  still 

18  back  at  the  drawing  board  trying  to  figure  out  what 

19  we  want  to  do  to  address  this  issue. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Doug,  to 

21  answer  your  question  about  if  a  table  like  this 

22  were  put  out  there  --  which  you  asked  directly 

23  about  --  did  we  discuss  every  number  on  there?  No, 

24  we  don't  have  to,  because  a  lot  of  those  are  EPA 

25  default  numbers.    So,  for  instance,  there's  no 
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1  sense  discussing  the  top  one,  the  weight  of  the 

2  normal,  adult  person,  that's  default.    So  what  we  do 

3  is,  we  highlight,  and  the  people  that  are  at  the 

4  meetings  know  where  we  have  changed  something  from 

5  a  default  parameter,  then  we  discuss  just  those 

6  areas.    So  we're  assuming  that  if  we  had  78 

7  kilograms  as  an  adult  weight,  and  nobody  said 

8  anything,  it's  our  best  assumption  that  nobody  is 

9  going  to  say,  "No,  that's  not  right."    So  we 

10  focused  on  the  areas  where  our  changes  to  those 

11  parameters  made  changes  in  the  risk  assessment,  or 

12  in  any  kind  of  cleanup  goal. 

13  FACILITATOR  KERN:    As  I  kind  of  scan 

14  down  those  numbers,  and  if  I  were  in  the  meeting,  I 

15  would  ask  the  following  question,  maybe  somebody 

16  could  answer  it  now.    I'm  looking  at  the 

17  residential  area  adjacent,  versus  the  recreational 

18  land  use,  and  I  see  pretty  much  the  same  scenario, 

19  except  the  difference  of  the  exposure  frequency 

20  days  per  year.    What  was  the  thinking  there?  I 

21  mean,  to  create  something  that  you  named  a 

22  residential  adjacent,  which  is  effectively 

23  recreational  scenario,  what  was  the  thinking? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    We  don't  want 

25  to  discuss  the  very  details  that  went  into  this. 

RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 

Page  8 


TinyTran 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


33 


1  Fundamentally,  the  reason  you  see  two  extra 

2  residential  area  exposure  scenarios  was  to  try  to 

3  capture  areas  that  weren't  strictly  100  percent 

4  residential. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    In  our 

6  opinion. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     In  our 

8  opinion,  and  based  on  the  best  data  that  we  have 

9  from  the  Trust  and  the  Park  Service.    But  they 

10  weren't  100  percent  recreational,  people  that  were 

11  coming  there  every  once  in  a  while.    These  were 

12  people  that  would  be  there  for  six  months,  maybe  a 

13  year.    So  we  tried  to  get  exposure  scenarios. 

14  Again,  this  was  our  proposal  at  the  time,  our 

15  concept,  that  would  more  accurately  reflect  what 

16  the  exposure  is  based  on  the  future  land  use.  So 

17  that  kind  of  thinking  went  into  those  changes 

18  there,  and  that's  why  those  two  came  up. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  think  many  of 

20  you  are  familiar  with  the  Presidio  Trust 

21  Alternatives  Document  that  was  developed  by  the  EKI 

22  consultant  for  the  Presidio  Trust,  provided  to  the 

23  Army  in  May  of  this  year.    And  in  that  document 

24  there  was  a  map  that  described  the  land  use 

25  planning  for  the  Presidio.    And  in  that  document  is 
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1  where  the  Presidio  Trust  defined  what  they  believe 

2  to  be  residential  areas,  commercial  and  industrial 

3  areas,  and  this  was  our  proposal  to  address  those 

4  scenarios. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    In  the 

6  Army's  opinion,  what  is  considered  as  a  temporary 

7  habitation  period? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You  mean, 

9  what's  the  definition  of  these  two  things? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:  Yes. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    We  can't  get 

12  into  that  discussion  here.    I'm  hesitant  to  do 

13  that,  because  I'm  not  sure  that  this  is  what  we're 

14  going  to  use  based  on  the  discussions  that  we  have 

15  with  the  regulators. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    At  least, 

17  for  you  to  have  come  up  with  this,  you  must  have 

18  had  some  idea. 

19  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  mean,  I  can 

20  answer  your  question. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    On  what 

22  basis  did  you  come  up  with  this? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  our  basis 

24  was  we  looked  at  the  reuse  map  provided  by  the 

25  Trust.    They  took  a  housing  unit,  for  example,  and 
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1  they  drew  a  boundary  around  the  housing  area  that 

2  encompassed  a  lot  of  what  was  formally  open  space 

3  recreational  area,  and  called  that  residential. 

4  And  what  the  Army  said  when  we  looked  at  that  is, 

5  "We're  not  going  to  say  they  can't  call  this 

6  residential,  it's  their  property,  if  they  want  to 

7  call  it  residential,  that's  up  to  them." 

8  But  from  a  technical  standpoint,  it  doesn't 

9  make  sense  that  an  area  400  feet  away  from 

10  somebody's  house  should  be  considered  or  evaluated 

11  from  a  risk  assessment  standpoint  as  residential. 

12  So  we  came  up  with  these  other  two  residential  -- 

13  if  you  will  --  areas,  based  on  how  they  described 

14  reuse  going  on  in  those  areas.    They  had  scenarios 

15  talking  about  educational  facilities  where 

16  instructors  would  come  and  teach  a  two-week  class 

17  and  have  a  bunch  of  people  hiking  around  the 

18  Presidio,  or  something,  or  a  six-month  class,  or  a 

19  two-year  class,  or  something  like  that.    And  those 

20  types  of  temporary  situations  don't  meet  the  strict 

21  definition  of  permit.    So  that's  how  we  came  up 

22  with  that. 

23  Then  we  had  situations  where  a  contaminated 

24  site  may  have  been  immediately  adjacent  to  a 

25  housing  area,  but  still  100  or  several  hundred  feet 
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1  away  is  a  residential  area,  and  we  called  that  kind 

2  of  adjacent.    So  adjacent  was  more  like  the 

3  physical  location  of  a  contaminated  site  next  to  a 

4  residential  area.    In  other  words,  where  the  houses 

5  were.    And  then  temporary  had  to  do  with  how  long 

6  somebody  was  actually  going  to  spend  there  based  on 

7  the  reuse  plan  as  it  was  described  in  the 

8  Alternative  Document  in  May  of  1998. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    That  was  more 

10  for  dormitory  areas. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Dorms,  where 

12  people  come  and  they  go  to  some  program  here  for  a 

13  limited  amount  of  time. 

14  BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    But  the 

15  building  will  be  used  permanently  for  that 

16  particular  use. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  but  it  is 

18  not  the  same  person.    Here  you  have  365  days  a 

19  year,  they  live  there.    And  here,  they're  just 

20  there  for  the  duration  of  the  activity,  for 

21  whatever  training  course,  or  whatever.    That's  just 

22  how  we  looked  at  it.    We  didn't  dispute  their  reuse 

23  plan.    From  a  technical  position,  we  didn't 

24  necessarily  agree  that  everything  was  residential 

25  the  way  they  drew  it,  it  didn't  make  sense  to  us. 
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1  So  that's  where  this  concept  came  from,  and  that's 

1 

guidance  on  that  from  EPA  or  the  state  of  what  is 

2  what  we  presented  to  the  regulators. 

2 

that  distance.    So,  no,  we  didn't  get  to  that 

3                       MS.  REACKHOF:    I  just  want  to  say  one 

3 

point. 

4  thing.    Obviously,  it  would  be  easier  if  we  were 

4 

BOARDMEHBER  WORK:    I  don't  think 

5  all  sitting  in  the  same  room,  so  you  wouldn't  have 

5 

those  terms  exist  in  our  guidance. 

6  to  be  going  back  and  forth. 

6 

BOARDHEHBER  HILLER:    How  do  you  apply 

7                        BOARDMEHBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    At  the  same 

7 

it  then,  in  terms  of  how  you're  going  to  make  the 

8  time,  I'm  still  unclear  on  something.    At  what 

8 

division?    How  are  you  going  to  make  the  decision 

9  point  does  temporary  become  permanent,  or  vice 

9 

if  you  use  this  approach? 

10  versa? 

10 

BOARDHEHBER  WILKINS:    Well,  chances 

11                        BOARDMEHBER  HANDEL:    I  think  it's 

11 

are  we're  not  going  to  use  this  approach.    And  I 

12  real  clear  here.    Permanent  means  you're  going  to 

12 

think  that  if  we  were  going  to  use  this  approach  we 

13  live  your  life  there,  or  potentially  live  your  life 

13 

would  have  to  be  able  to  get  some  type  of  reading 

14  there.    Temporary  is  an  institutional  situation 

14 

from  the  regulators  regarding  what's  an  appropriate 

15  where  you  could  be  there  four  years,  then  you're 

15 

distance  to  consider  for  residential.    And  at  the 

16  going  to  go  away  somewhere  else.    That's  a  concept. 

16 

point  of  discussions  that  we  had  with  the 

17  that's  temporary. 

17 

regulators,  they  weren't  prepared  to  provide  that 

18                         BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    What's  the 

18 

answer,  it's  --  I  don't  know  --  too  hard  for  them 

19  distance  for  adjacent?    Is  there  a  trigger  distance 

19 

to  decide.    It's  more  of  a  risk  manager's  decision 

20  for  a  permanent  dwelling  before  it  becomes 

20 

than  it  is  a  technical  line  that  you  can  just  look 

21  adjacent? 

21 

up  in  a  book. 

22                         BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I  don't  think 

22 

BOARDHEHBER  WORK:    I  don't  want  to 

23  we  came  up  with  a  specific  distance. 

do 

leave  people  in  here  with  the  impression  that  it 

24                         BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    The  issue 

24 

was  "too  hard"  for  us  to  decide. 

25  came  up  and  was  discussed,  but  there  isn't  any 

25 

BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:     I  just  think 
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1  that  there  needed  to  be  some  more  thinking  about 

1 

move  to  another  location.    There  are  many  military 

2  what  that  was.    If  we  were  going  to  identify  a 

2  bases  that  are  being  phased  out,  and  who  knows 

3  distance  from  the  edge  of  your  house,  what  do  you 

3 

whether  this  kind  of  standard  will  be  established 

4  consider  your  backyard  when  you're  going  to  apply  a 

4  elsewhere,  that  they  know  that  they've  already 

5  residential  risk  scenario  to  that?    I  mean,  is  it  a 

5 

taken  in  a  certain  amount. 

6  boundary  of  --  we  all  have  homes,  or  wherever  we 

6 

BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:    That's  a  good 

7  live,  you  have  an  area  that  you  normally  consider 

7  point,  but  that's  an  issue  that's  far  down  the 

8  your  backyard.    But  on  the  Presidio,  many  people. 

8 

road.    All  we  were  looking  at  here  is  the  risk 

9  many  stakeholders,  think  it  should  be  more  than 

9  assessment  scenario.    What's  in  the  book  is 

10  what  is  your  backyard  as  the  residential  area.  And 

10 

residential  and  industrial.    And  all  this  other 

11  how  big  that  is,  is  kind  of  what  the  question  was 

11 

stuff  is  made  up  to  try  to  deal  with  this,  with  all 

12  with  this  thing. 

12 

these  varied  constituencies  at  the  Presidio,  and 

13                       BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    I  would  also 

13 

all  the  concerns  that  they  present.    So,  I  mean, 

14  like  to  raise,  that  whenever  you  come  up  with  an 

14 

this  idea  doesn't  necessarily  relate  to  that  in 

15  assumption  where  there's  technical  judgement,  you 

15 

terms  of  that  end  of  it  when  someone  is  actually 

16  have  to  back  it  up  with  studies,  and  so  far  we 

16  living  here,  and  whether  that  notification  is 

17  don't  have  those  studies. 

17  provided,  or  how  it's  provided,  that  happens  way 

18                         BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right.  You 

18 

down  the  road. 

19  have  that  issue,  too. 

19 

FACILITATOR  KERN:    What  would  be  your 

20                       BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  have  the 

20 

process  if  this  doesn't  look  good?    Where  would  you 

21  concern  that  if  you  establish  a  danger  quotient,  a 

21 

go  with  it,  do  you  have  any  idea  on  how  you  would 

22  hazard  quotient,  whatever,  for  a  given  individual 

22  try  to  revise  your  proposal? 

23  in  temporary  housing,  I  think  it's  important  that 

23 

BOARDHEMBER  HANDEL:    I  think  we're 

24  those  individuals  be  notified  of  just  how  much 

24  still  scratching  our  heads  on  that  one. 

25  toxicity  hazard  they  have  taken  in,  should  they 

25 

BOARDMEHBER  WILKINS:    One  idea  is 
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1  that  we  would  continue  to  push  forward  with  this. 

2  If  we're  going  to  do  this,  we  would  certainly  need 

3  to  substantiate  it  more  with  literature  or  some 

4  other  things  that  can  demonstrate  where  it's 

5  happening  elsewhere.    We  could  certainly  go  back 

6  and  look  at  what  we  did  in  the  1997  Feasibility 

7  Study  where  we  looked  at  areas  that  were 

8  recreational.    So  there's  a  couple  of  different 

9  avenues  right  there.    There  could  be  others,  we 

10  haven't  figured  out  what  those  others  are.  We're 

11  still  having  internal  discussions  to  try  to  figure 

12  out  what  those  are.    One  of  those  things  may 

13  include  having  discussions  with  the  Trust  about 

14  that. 

15  The  key  thing  here  to  remember  is  this  point 

16  at  the  bottom.    That  these  issues  remain  to  be 

17  resolved.    The  Army  is  going  back  to  the  drawing 

18  board,  we're  having  some  internal  discussions,  and 

19  until  we  come  up  with  a  concept  that  we  feel 

20  confident  in,  not  only  to  re-present  back  to  the 

21  regulators,  but  to  you  as  well,  then  that's  all 

22  this  is,  just  a  preliminary  concept  that  we  tossed 

23  out  for  technical  opinion,  and  we're  still  looking 

24  at  it.    So  that  was  human  health. 

25  We  also  discussed  the  ecological  issues  that 
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1  related.    The  main  issue  here  was  special  status 

2  species.    And  as  you  can  see,  here's  what  we  did. 

3  We  developed  RAOs  for  those  inorganic  chemicals. 

4  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     How  do  the 

5  RAOs  that  the  Army  developed  differ  from  those 

6  percentages  in  the  Trust  document? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    We  didn't 

8  look  at  those  directly  to  see  if  they  were  higher 

9  or  lower,  at  this  point  in  time. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    So  you  don't 

11  know  whether  the  RAOs  you  developed  are  higher, 

12  lower,  or  the  same  as  those  that  were  developed  by 

13  the  Trust? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  don't 

15  know  if  there's  anybody  in  this  room  that  can 

16  answer  that  question.    In  our  opinion  that  wasn't 

17  necessarily  the  issue,  because  that's  suggesting 

18  that  the  RAOs  provided  or  presented  by  the  Presidio 

19  Trust  were  the  right  ones.    We  don't  necessarily 

20  have  that  opinion. 

21  What  we  tried  to  do  was  evaluate  what  we  did 

22  with  the  1997  Feasibility  Study  where  we  did  agree 

23  that  those  weren't  accurate  or  the  most 

24  appropriate,  and  we  adjusted  those. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Do  you  feel 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


43 


44 


1  that  the  method  used  to  develop  the  numbers  in  the 

2  Trust  document  was  the  same  or  different  than  the 

3  method  that  you  used  to  develop  your  RAOs? 

4  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  know 

5  the  answer  to  the  question  about  the  methodology, 

6  either.    So  I'm  sorry,  I  can't  answer  that  question 

7  for  you. 

8  From  our  standpoint,  I  think  the  methodology 

9  was  the  question,  entirely.    I  think  it  was  in 

10  terms  of  the  RAOs  presented  by  the  Trust.  The 

11  issue  was,  what  those  objectives  were. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  CHEEVER:    Just  a  related 

13  question.    Does  that  mean  that  the  answer  to 

14  Brian's  question  is  in  the  10  percent  of  the 

15  comments  response  in  the  FS  that  is  not  yet 

16  completed?    I  mean,  presumably,  at  some  point 

17  someone  would  look  at  the  Trust  document,  because 

18  those  were  comments,  and  say  what  the  Army  thinks 

19  of  them. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    The  Trust 

21  document  has  obviously  been  looked  at.    I  mean, 

22  that  was  taken  into  consideration  when  we  developed 

23  the  RAOs.    We're  not  sitting  here  comparing  the 

24  RAOs  that  the  Army's  presenting  with  theirs,  and 

25  trying  to  match  it  up  and  do  something  like  that. 
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1  We're  looking  at  the  reasonabi I i ty  of  what  those 

2  objectives  are,  in  and  of  themselves.    And  if  we 

3  can  present  some  objectives  that  are  technically 

4  defensible,  they  may  not  be  the  same  as  what  the 

5  Trust  presented.    And  in  our  opinion,  that's  okay, 

6  as  long  as  it's  technically  defensible.    I  mean, 

7  they  don't  have  a  monopoly  on  what's  scientifically 

8  appropriate,  and  the  best  here. 

9  FACILITATOR  KERN:    Dave,  were  you 

10  going  to  give  us  some  examples  of  these? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  don't  have 

12  any  examples  tonight.    I  don't  have  this 

13  information  with  me  this  evening.    And  again,  this 

14  change  is  going  to  be  presented,  subsequently.  I 

15  think,  at  the  point  when  we're  ready  to  present 

16  certain  portions  of  the  Feasibility  Study,  or  the 

17  tables  associated  with  the  risk  assessment  analysis 

18  with  the  Feasibility  Study,  I  think  that  would  be 

19  the  time  that  you  would  see  that. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Also,  keep  in 

21  mind  that  the  RAOs  may  or  may  not  be  the  actual 

22  cleanup  numbers  for  the  site.    The  RAOs  are  your 

23  objective,  but  there  are  things  like  background 

24  ambient  metal  values  that  could  be  higher  than  an 

25  RAO,  so  the  actual  RAO,  bringing  it  out  on  the 
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1  table  right  now  is  kind  of  meaningless,  unless 

1 

did  for  some  other  numbers.    So  the  regulators 

2  you've  taken  it  to  a  site. 

2 

suggested  we  go  back  and  be  consistent  in  our 

3           In  the  Crissy  Field  RAP  we  have  RAOs  that  are 

3 

evaluation  of  lead,  RAO,  the  way  we  did  the  other 

4  lower  than  our  actual  cleanup  levels,  because  of 

4 

numbers. 

5  the  fact  that  we  had  ambient  out  there.    Some  of 

5 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Actually,  for 

6  our  eco  cleanup  levels  were  actually  lower  than 

6 

the  lead,  again,  I  don't  want  to  get  into  the 

7  ambient.    We  don't  clean  up  below  ambient,  so  the 

7 

actual  citing  of  numbers,  because  they  can  change 

8  actual  cleanup  number  was  higher  than  our  RAO,  and 

8 

from  site  to  site  based  on  ambient  at  the  site.  We 

9  that's  common.    So  this  is  just  the  first  step  in 

9 

did  come  up  with  a  lead  RAO  for  those  special 

10  this  whole  thing.    You  then  have  to  take  it  and 

10 

status  species.    We  did  discuss  that  with  Ned  and 

11  modify  it  for  every  site. 

11 

with  Jim,  and  there  was  some  modifications  made  to 

12                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    And  we  haven't 

12 

that.    But  again,  it's  going  to  be  applied  on  a 

13  even  had  that  discussion  yet. 

13 

site-specific  basis,  and  to  throw  out  any  number  on 

14                         FACILITATOR  KERN:     I  guess  I  was 

14 

the  table  wouldn't  be  meaningful. 

15  curious  because  I  see  lead  up  there.    Lead  numbers 

15 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    So  was  it 

16  are  numbers  that  this  group  is  fairly  conversant 

16 

based  on  the  Monte  Carlo  simulation? 

17  with.    Can  you  talk  at  all  about  your  ecological 

17 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Most  of  the 

18  lead  numbers  and  the  special  status?    Are  you 

18 

lead  RAOs  for  the  eco  were  based  on  Suter  studies. 

19  prepared  to  talk  about  that? 

19 

and  a  convolution  of  known  studies  for  ecological 

20                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I  think  that 

20 

special  status  plans,  or  something  that  was  related 

21  when  we  present  it,  when  we  presented  the  lead 

21 

to  them. 

22  numbers  to  the  regulators,  the  issue  was  that  we 

22 

DR.  BLACK:    Direct  toxicology  studies 

u  were  using  ine  standard  screening  level  tot  tne 

OX 

on  plants,  so  not  a  nuge  database  tnat  was  modeled 

24  lead  number,  instead  of  applying  it  through  an 

24 

with  specific  plant  studies. 

25  industry- accepted  type  of  model,  which  is  what  we 

25 

BOARDMEMBER  SUBRAMANIAN:    What  would 
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1  be  the  number  in  relation  to  that? 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     It  is  the 

2                       DR.  BLACK:    That  was  an  analysis  for 

2 

state's  version  of  the  EPA  ambient  water  quality 

3  robins,  for  insect-eating  birds.    The  lead  numbers 

3 

criteria.    The  state  had  to  adopt  something  like. 

4  that  Jim,  and  Mike  Anderson,  as  well  as  Sue,  from 

4 

DR.  BLACK:    The  state  has  the  option 

5  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  lead  numbers 

5 

of  adopting  a  version,  I'm  not  certain  that's  what 

6  that  we  all  agreed  upon,  that  are  protective  of 

6 

the  California  Toxic  Rule  is.    I'm  afraid  I  just 

7  plants,  are  down  around  100. 

7 

don't  remember. 

8                      BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Do  any  of 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  MILLER:    Which  agency 

9  the  regulators  who  were  at  the  meeting  recall  what 

9 

does  it  fall  under? 

10  the  number  was  that  the  Army  proposed? 

10 

DR.  BLACK:    It's  the  Regional  Board. 

11                           BOARDMEMBER  WORK:     Well,  actually. 

11 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Continuing  on 

12  there  were  different  numbers.    Some  were  based  on 

12 

with  the  December  8th  slide. 

13  protection  of  endangered  and  threatened  plants.  I 

13 

BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    Can  I  ask 

14  did  see  477  on  the  list.    So  I  think  that  Monte 

14 

how  the  regulators  are  considering  future  use  in 

15  Carlo  simulation  lives  on,  in  some  point. 

15 

the  groundwater  supply  issue? 

16           I  just  wanted  to  add  something  to  Roger's 

16 

BOARDMEMBER  FUENTES:    We  have  an 

17  comment  about  RAOs.    Another  large  uncertainly  is 

17 

actual  item.    There's  some  debate  with  regards  to 

18  information  that  we  haven't  been  supplied  with  yet. 

18 

what  criteria  would  be  used. 

19  is  a  map  of  where  the  Army  is  proposing  to  apply 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    I'll  take  a  stab 

20  these  eco  protective  numbers.    And  in  each  case 

20 

at  answering  your  question.    There  are  federal 

21  where  there  was  an  eco  number  established,  what  are 

21 

guidelines  that  EPA,  the  federal  agencies,  are 

22  we  protecting?    Because  there  are  different 

22 

supposed  to  follow  in  identifying  what  groundwater 

23  numbers. 

23 

sources  are  deemed  drinking  water  sources.  There 

24                         BOARDMEMBER  YOUNGKIN:    What  is  the 

24 

are,  basically,  three  classes.    This  is  like  a 

25  California  Toxic  Rule? 

25 

gross  oversimplification. 
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1  Under  these  federal  guidelines  anything  in 

2  Class  1  or  Class  2  would  be  considered  a  potential 

3  drinking  water  source.    Anything  in  Class  3  is 

4  sketchy  whether  or  not  it  would  be  considered  a 

5  potential  drinking  water  source.    But  to  qualify 

6  for  Class  3,  the  water  has  to  be  pretty  undrinkable 

7  to  begin  with.    It  takes  into  account  things  like 

8  salinity  in  excess  of  10,000  tds. 

9  Anyway,  the  reason  we  are  talking  about  this 

10  is  that  both  the  state  test  and  the  federal  test 

11  would  apply.    In  some  cases  the  state's 

12  requirements  are  a  little  less  stringent.    And  the 

13  reason  we're  talking  about  it,  is  that  the  Army  is 

14  asserting  that  in  certain  areas  of  the  Presidio  we 

15  do  not  have  a  potential  drinking  water  source.  So 

16  it's  the  test  of  that  area  in  comparing  with  all 

17  the  state  criteria  that  failed,  and  falls  out  of 

18  the  state's  realm  of  potential  drinking  water. 

19  Then  it  goes  through  the  federal  test  to  see  if  it 

20  would  stay  in  as  a  federally  designated  Class  1  or 

21  Class  2  drinking  water  source.    And  if  that  were 

22  the  case,  even  if  the  state  should  step  aside  and 

23  say  we  are  not  protecting  the  federal  MCLs,  it 

24  would  probably  become  ARARs. 

25  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    I  was  trying 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


50 


1  to  go  a  little  bit  further  than  that.    At  some 

2  sites  it  may  not  be  clear  to  everyone  who's 

3  currently  in  the  Army/Regulator  discussions,  where 

4  groundwater  is  discharging  to  surface  water,  as 

5  such,  that  surface  water  protection  would  be  the 

6  use  of  aquifers,  and  how  would  that  information  get 

7  factored  into  those  discussions?    I  mean,  have  the 

8  regulators  gone  through  all  of  the  comments  to  see 

9  what  sort  of  discussion  should  be  put  into  the 

10  record?    I  mean,  how  do  we  get  in  to  sample 

11  Battery/Howe  Wagner?    If  it  is  not  a  human  potable 

12  water  --  the  Park  and  the  Trust  have  disagreed  with 

13  that.    If  it  were  to  be  determined  that  it  is  not  a 

14  drinking  water  source  there  is  a  high  potential  of 

15  discharge  of  surface  water  in  that  area,  with  an 

16  eco  threat  that  could  come  from  a  contaminated 

17  groundwater  source  in  that  area,  and  if  that's 

18  something  that  is  known  by  the  regulators  going 

19  into  the  meeting.    And  if  it's  not,  how  do  the 

20  other  stakeholders,  not  just  the  Park  or  the  Trust, 

21  but  the  community  members,  too,  get  that 

22  information  into  this  discussion? 

23  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    That  was 

24  discussed.    Battery/Howe  Wagner  was  one  of  the 

25  areas  that  we  discussed,  and  the  potential  of 
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1  groundwater  expressing  itself  at  the  surface. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     So  the 

3  potential  eco  threat  of  groundwater  discharging  to 

4  surface  water  was  discussed  at  the  meeting? 

5  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    Yes.  Whether 

6  it's  happening  or  not  -- 

7  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I'm  not 

8  seeing  -- 

9  BOARDMEMBER  WORK:    To  tell  you  the 

10  truth,  I  can't  remember,  my  own  vague  memory, 

11  whether  the  surface  water  expression  at 

12  Battery/Howe  Wagner  and  its  eco  impact  was 

13  discussed.    We  did  touch  upon  the  subject  at  a 

14  couple  of  other  areas,  like  the  Nike  swale.  El 

15  Polin  Spring.    So  to  answer  the  second  part  of  your 

16  question:    How  do  we  make  sure  you  guys  have  a 

17  voice  to  raise  these  questions?    Well,  at  these 

18  meetings,  I  don't  know  how  you  do.    As  you  know,  we 

19  have  our  debriefing  sessions  with  you.    I  know  you 

20  have  issues  with  that.    So  I  know  that's  probably 

21  not  a  satisfactory  answer. 

22  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     All  right.  Any 

23  other  questions  about  this  issue?   Okay,  that 

24  concludes  the  FS  update.    We  can  take  a  break  now 

25  and  move  onto  the  Independent  Technical  Review, 
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1  after  we  take  a  break. 

2  (Break) 

3  FACILITATOR  KERN:    The  next  item  on 

4  the  agenda  is  the  Independent  Technical  Review. 

5  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I'm  going  to 

6  talk  about  the  Independent  Technical  Review.  You 

7  should  have  a  copy  of  the  slides  which  look  like 

8  this,  and  there  should  also  be  in  your  information 

9  packet,  a  letter  dated  November  30,  where  I 

10  presented  the  Independent  Technical  Review 

11  Program. 

12  The  Independent  Technical  Review  Program  is  a 

13  program  sponsored  and  funded  by  the  Army 

14  Environmental  Center.    The  primary  purpose  of  the 

15  Independent  Technical  Review  --  previously  known  as 

16  peer  review  --  is  to  provide  an  independent 

17  technical  evaluation  on  selected  sites  at  both 

18  active  and  closed  military  facilities  to  determine 

19  if  the  installation  and  its  contractors  are  on  the 

20  right  track  in  managing  environmental  cleanups  at 

21  their  facilities. 

22  The  Independent  Technical  Review  program  has 

23  been  in  place  for  about  three  years.    There  are, 

24  approximately,  eight  to  ten  facilities  where  they 

25  have  completed  independent  technical  reviews.  One 
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1  of  those  is  Fort  Ord. 

2  I  distributed  by  Email  to  Mark,  a  copy  of  the 

3  Fort  Ord  Independent  Technical  Review,  so  if  you 

4  wanted  to  see  a  copy  of  that,  you  could  get 

5  together  with  Mark,  or  he  could  forward  the  Email 

6  out.    So  we  have  provided  what  a  completed  report 

7  looks  like  for  a  base  that's  here  in  California  and 

8  has  similar  controversial  issues,  like  ones  here  at 

9  the  Presidio. 

10  Unfortunately,  I  don't  have  a  map  that  shows 

11  where  we  have  done  independent  technical  reviews 

12  across  the  country.    That  map  is  being  updated,  and 

13  as  soon  as  I  do  get  that,  then  I  will  provide  that 

14  to  you,  as  well. 

15  Here  are  the  goals  of  the  program. 

16  Basically,  what  this  program  does,  based  on  the 

17  directives  from  the  Department  of  the  Army's  BRAC 

18  Office,  this  independent  technical  team  comes  down 

19  here,  and  they  put  the  installation  --  I'll  use  the 

20  analogy  of  a  courtroom  --of  the  Corps  of 

21  Engineer's  technical  team  and  the  Army's 

22  consultant,  and  they  put  us  on  the  witness  stand, 

23  and  they  question  us  about  what  we're  doing  at  the 

24  selected  sites  that  are  under  review,  and  why  have 

25  we  chosen  to  take  the  actions  we  have,  and  do  what 
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\  we  are  doing.    And  those  actions  include: 

2  Sampling;  data  quality;  management;  proposed  remedy 

3  selection,  if  that's  been  determined,  all  of  those 

4  types  of  things.    They're  going  to  be  providing 

5  their  technical  opinion  about. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    What  is  the 

7  purpose  for  this? 

8  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  in 

9  addition  to  what  I  just  said,  I  think  the  only 

10  other  real  purpose  is  kind  of  an  additional  kind  of 

11  fringe  benefit.    If  the  independent  technical 

12  review  team  comes  down,  the  sites  that  we're 

13  looking  at  are,  Landfill  E,  Fill  Site  1,  Landfill 

14  2,  and  the  Baker  Beach  disturbed  areas.    We're  in 

15  discussion  right  now  to,  perhaps,  include 

16  Battery/Howe  Wagner  and  the  Building  207/231  site 

17  as  well,  and  put  those  other  two  in  there  in  place 

18  of  some  of  the  Baker  Beach  disturbed  areas. 

19  But  in  addition  to  what  I  said,  and  what 

20  you've  seen  on  the  slides  here,  it's  also  providing 

21  a  technical  assessment  that  says,  "Based  on  what 

22  you've  done  here,  you  either  need  to  do  more,  you 

23  may  need  to  take  more  samples  to  adequately 

24  characterized  the  site  before  you  proceed  with 

25  remedy  selection.    Or  you've  done  a  good  job 
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1  characterizing  the  site,  but  based  on  what  you 

2  found,  or  based  on  the  risk  cleanup  approach  that 

3  you  implemented  here,  your  remedy  is  too  extreme. 

4  You  don't  need  to  implement  this  significant  of  a 

5  remedy,  based  on  the  risk  posed  by  the 

6  contamination  at  this  site." 

7  So  they  could  offer  technical  opinions  in 

8  either  direction.    So  you  get  that  fringe  benefit 

9  that's  going  to  affect  cost,  and  things  like  that. 

10  So  I  think  one  of  the  driving  reasons  that  the  BRAC 

11  Office  wanted  to  look  at  the  Presidio,  is  because 

12  of  the  enormous  amount  of  money  that  was  spent  here 

13  over  the  years,  and  to  have  this  external  technical 

14  team  come  out  and  say,  "Do  the  conditions  and 

15  situations  at  the  Presidio  warrant  this  type  of 

16  expenditure  of  funds,  or  does  it  not?"    But  I  want 

17  to  emphasize,  that's  not  the  only  reason. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    What  input  is 

19  there  by  the  stakeholders? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  none, 

21  directly.    But  the  stakeholders  are  invited  to  sit 

22  in  these  meetings  during  the  week  that  this  review 

23  takes  place.    So  what  the  installation  is 

24  responsible  for  is  providing  information  about 

25  these  sites  to  the  technical  review  team,  and  they 
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1  review  that.    So  we  provide  them  data  from  the  RI, 

2  the  Feasibility  Study,  the  comments  from 

3  stakeholders. 

4  For  example,  we  gave  them  a  copy  of  the 

5  Landfill  Resolution;  we  gave  them  a  copy  of  the 

6  Trust  Alternative  Remedy  Document;  we  gave  them  a 

7  copy  of  the  RAB  Alternative  Document  from  earlier 

8  this  year;  we  gave  them  copies  of  the  Groundwater 

9  Monitoring  Reports,  things  of  this  nature. 

10  Basically,  any  of  the  documents  that  we  have  that 

11  relate  to  the  data  at  the  site  in  terms  of 

12  sampling,  soil  borings,  groundwater  monitoring 

13  data,  that  type  of  thing,  we  provided  all  that  to 

14  them.    And  that's  what  they  review  as  they 

15  formulate  their  opinions. 

16  In  addition  to  providing  them  those  written 

17  materials,  then  we  have  to  sit  through  a  week  of 

18  where  they  grill  the  installation  representatives 

19  on  all  of  these  sites.    So  we  give  a 

20  seven-to-ten-minute  presentation  about  the  site. 

21  We  have  asked  the  Presidio  Trust  to  support  this 

22  effort  by  giving  a  seven- to- ten-minute  presentation 

23  on  what  the  reuse  is  for  each  of  these  sites.  And 

24  then  we  follow  that  up  with  a  discussion  and 

25  questions  that  they  have  about  all  the  data  that 
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1  they  review. 

2  BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:     Well,  those 

3  areas  of  the  Presidio  that  are  not  under  the 

4  management  of  the  Trust,  but  by  the  Park  Service, 

5  will  the  Park  Service  have  an  opportunity  to 

6  discuss  reuse? 

7  BOARDMEMBER  WI LIONS:    Yes.  Because 

8  the  Baker  Beach  disturbed  area  will  be  one  of  the 

9  sites  under  the  technical  review.    I'm  not  sure  if 

10  you're  familiar  with  the  geographic  separation 

11  between  the  Trust  and  the  Park  Service,  but  the 

12  Park  Service  has  the  authority  over  the  Baker  Beach 

13  area.    All  the  other  sites  follow  in  the  parcel 

14  that's  managed  by  the  Trust. 

15  Again,  we've  asked  them  if  they  wanted  to  do 

16  it,  to  team  up  on  the  presentation  for  all  the 

17  sites,  so  that's  up  to  them  how  they  want  to  do 

18  that. 

19  MS.  REACHKOF:    I  would  just  like  to 

20  say  that  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present 

21  the  reuse,  but  if  you  are  going  to  make  any  change, 

22  Dave,  to  what  the  sites  are  going  to  be,  the  sooner 

23  you  let  us  know,  the  better  for  us. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  only 

25  something  that's  come  up  in  the  last  48  hours,  and 
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1  we're  going  to  finalize  everything  tomorrow,  so 

2  we'll  let  you  know  as  soon  as  we  know  that.  We're 

3  probably  going  to  add  Battery/Howe  Wagner  and  the 

4  207/231  site,  but  it's  just  a  matter  of  which  of 

5  the  Baker  Beach  disturbed  areas  are  going  to  be 

6  replaced  by  those  other  sites. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Will  they  be 

8  reviewing  the  competitive  bidding  system  in 

9  contracts? 

10  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    No.    This  is 

11  only  a  technical  evaluation  of  these  contaminated 

12  sites. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    That  element  is 

14  not  a  part  of  this  evaluation.    No  matter  who  does 

15  the  contracting  it  will  follow  federal  acquisition 

16  requirements,  which  is  required  to  be  competitive. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  not  an 

18  issue  that  they're  going  to  look  at.    All  they  are 

19  looking  at  --  and  I'll  just  use  this  as  a 

20  hypothetical  --  are  things  such  as:    Does  it  make 

21  sense  to  excavate  the  landfills  in  question  here, 

22  or  does  it  make  sense  to  do  something  else?  And 

23  they're  going  to  look  at  all  the  technical  issues 

24  that  go  into  that  particular  remedy  position,  if 

25  that  were  known  at  the  point  that  they're  going  to 


RESTORATION  ADVISORY  BOARD  MEETING 
CLARK  REPORTING    (510)  486-0700 


59 


60 


1  do  this.    So  it  doesn't  matter  who  the  contractor 

2  is,  it  matters  what  you  want  to  do  at  the  site  and 

3  why  you  want  to  do  it.    Is  it  justified?    Is  it  a 

4  technically  defensible  or  reasonable  position  to 

5  want  to  take  this  particular  action? 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    Well,  I  ask  in 

7  part,  because  I  heard  from  your  own  mouth,  unless  I 

8  misinterpreted  it,  I  have  heard  you  complain  about 

9  the  "gravy  train,"  that  some  of  these  contracts 

10  have  led  to  a  significant  expense. 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     No,  it's  not 

12  the  contracts  that  are  the  expense,  it's  what  the 

13  contractors  are  doing,  and  that's  based  on  actions 

14  and  agreements  made  between  the  Army  and  the 

15  regulators  and  the  stakeholders.    It  has  nothing  to 

16  do  with  the  contractors.    So  if  you  had  that 

17  perception,  that  perception  is  wrong. 

18  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:     I  have  a 

19  question  for  a  site  such  as  207,  where  a  remedy  has 

20  not  been  proposed.    How  will  that  go  into  the 

21  review  process  where  there's  nothing  for  them  to 

22  say  that's  a  good  or  bad  remedy,  since  there's  been 

23  none  proposed? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  that's 

25  one  of  the  things  that  we're  going  to  talk  about 
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1  before  we  make  our  final  decision  on  that  site.  I 

2  think  it's  one  of  the  sites  that  we'd  like  to  look 

3  at,  but  that's  something  that  we're  going  to  have 

4  to  discuss  a  little  more  before  we  decide  we're 

5  going  to  do  that,  include  that  site,  in  this  review 

6  process.    And  certainly,  if  we  do,  that  certainly 

7  means  that  we're  going  to  have  to  be  prepared  to 

8  defend  that,  talk  about  it,  whatever. 

9  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:  Defend 

10  what? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     For  the 

12  207/231  site,  we  had  a  range  of  remedies  that  we 

13  discussed,  so  those  actually  could  be  the  topics  of 

14  the  -- 

15  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Right,  that's 

16  what  I 'm  saying. 

17  BOARDMEMBER  ULLENSVANG:    So  they're 

18  going  to  review  all  the  remedies  that  were 

19  considered  and  -- 

20  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Right.  And 

21  they  might  provide  their  technical  opinion  about 

22  what  they  think  is  the  most  preferred  remedy  based 

23  on  the  review  of  all  the  data  regarding  that  site. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    The  consulting 

25  thing.    You  know,  you  talk  about  the  enormous 
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1  amounts  of  money  that's  been  spent  on  the  Presidio, 

2  and  most  of  that  money  has  been  for  consulting 

3  characterization  for  the  RI  and  the  Feasibility 

4  Study.    And  it  sounds  like  what's  happening  now  is 

5  the  Army  is  coming  in,  they  don't  feel  confident 

6  with  the  consultants,  they  are  coming  in  and  doing 

7  their  own  technical  review.    I  mean,  if  they're 

8  comfortable  with  the  consultants,  why  do  they  have 

9  to  look  again  at  levels  of  risk  reduction  for 

10  intended  use,  and  cost-effective  site  closeout, 

11  selected  remedies?    Is  this  a  question  that  they 

12  don't  feel  confident  with  these  expensive 

13  consultants? 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:     I  think  it's 

15  more  they  want  to  evaluate  their  program  as  a  whole 

16  across  the  nation.    They  want  to  make  sure  there's 

17  consistency.    They're  doing  a  QA  check,  if  you 

18  will,  just  to  look  over  the  shoulder  of  their 

19  installation  commands,  to  make  sure  all  the  correct 

20  decisions  are  being  made.    The  BRAC  Office  is 

21  responsible  for  spending  all  this  money.    They  want 

22  to  make  sure  that  it  is  done  properly.    So  it's  a 

23  way  for  them  to  do  that  evaluation.    A  QA/QC  is 

24  common  in  every  element  of  manufacturing, 

25  bookmaking.    It's  prevalent  throughout  everything. 
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1  And  this  is  just  a  way  it's  being  implemented  in 

2  the  BRAC  Cleanup  Program. 

3  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:     You  shouldn't 

4  get  hung  up  on  this  issue  about  consultants.  This 

5  effort  is  not  to  come  out  here  and  evaluate  the 

6  Army  contractors.    It's  to  evaluate  what  the 

7  installation  has  done  in  terms  of  evaluating 

8  contaminated  sites  and  evaluating  proposed  remedies 

9  for  those  sites,  and  that's  it.    That's  what  it's 

10  there  to  do.    I  mean,  we're  not  evaluating  the  cost 

11  efficiencies  and  operating  efficiency  of  any 

12  particular  contract. 

13  The  other  thing  that  I  would  say,  is  this 

14  type  of  thing  is  very  common  throughout  industry. 

15  Very  common  throughout  the  regulatory  industry. 

16  The  EPA  does  this  all  the  time.    They  have 

17  independent  technical  reviews  done  by  external 

18  folks  outside  of  EPA,  or  maybe  within  the  EPA,  that 

19  evaluate  what  the  EPA  is  doing  at  various  sites, 

20  RICRA  closures,  Superfund  sites,  whatever.    This  is 

21  no  different  than  what's  done  throughout  all  types 

22  of  industry,  both  in  the  public  and  private 

23  sector. 

24  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    As  an  example 

25  here  at  the  Presidio,  we  collect  samples  for 
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1  analysis,  soil  samples.    Every  20  percent,  we 

2  collect  another  one,  and  have  that  analyzed.  In 

3  addition  to  that,  the  Corps  collects  samples  as 

4  well,  and  sends  them  to  a  different  laboratory  to 

5  evaluate  the  work  that's  been  done  by  the  primary 

6  laboratory.    It's  kind  of  done  across  the  board. 

7  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    But  it  seems  to 

8  me  like  it's  very  late  in  the  process.  We're 

9  passed  the  Feasibility  Study  phase. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  don't  think 

11  it's  necessarily  focused  on  the  FS  process  or  the 

12  RAP  process.    At  some  sites  they  are  doing 

13  investigative  work.    They  may  focus  on  the  adequacy 

14  of  an  investigation,  if  it  was  done  well  enough. 

15  Again,  it's  a  shame  that  Dave  doesn't  have  the  map, 

16  because  there  are  sites  all  around  the  United 

17  States,  they  are  not  all  in  the  FS  process  stage, 

18  they're  throughout  the  range  of  the  process,  from 

19  the  RI/FS,  and  even  in  the  early  stages  of  site 

20  investigation. 

21  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    Well,  at  early 

22  stages  I  can  see  this  happening,  but  at  this  late 

23  stage  it  doesn't  quite  make  sense.    I  mean,  we're 

24  at  the  stage  of  the  Feasibility  Study  and  proposed 

25  remedies  -- 
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1  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:    I  think  it 

2  makes  great  sense  right  now,  because  of  the  fact 

3  that  we  are  looking  at  revising  some  portions  of 

4  the  FS.    So  this  is  an  excellent  check  on  this 

5  point. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    They  may  look  at 

7  our  RI  information  that  we  provided,  and  they  may 

8  say,  "Well,  at  this  site  you  don't  have  enough  data 

9  to  make  a  good  decision.    You  need  to  go  out  and 

10  collect  some  more  data."    So  I  think  it  is  a  good 

11  thing,  truthfully. 

12  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    You  shouldn't 

13  be  concerned  about  the  lateness,  how  early,  when 

14  this  happens  in  the  process,  because  it  doesn't 

15  really  matter.    Depending  on  when  they  come  out, 

16  they  still  provide  the  same  technical  review,  it's 

17  just  that  they're  evaluating  the  sites  at  whatever 

18  particular  stage  in  the  development  process  they 

19  may  need  it.    It  doesn't  matter. 

20  BOARDMEMBER  HULTGREN:    Will  these 

21  meetings  or  investigations  be  open  to  the  public, 

22  generally?    And  second,  will  there  be  any  kind  of  a 

23  report  made  to  the  public  of  their  findings? 

24  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  the 

25  meetings  will  be  open  to  the  public,  and  you'll  see 
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1  that  in  the  schedules.    I  was  going  to  get  to 

1 

BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    You're  spending 

2  that.    The  answer  is,  yes.    There  will  be  a  report 

2 

an  awful  lot  of  time  tap  dancing  up  here  trying  to 

3  within  30  days  after  the  completion  of  the  week. 

3 

explain  something,  and  have  confused  a  lot  of 

4  The  independent  technical  review  team  will  provide 

4 

people  about  what  a  peer  review  is,  if  this,  in 

5  a  report  to  the  installation  on  their 

5 

fact,  is  a  peer  review,  or  an  equivalent  thereof. 

6  recommendations,  and  you're  all  welcome  to  look  at 

6 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Well,  I  hope 

7  that  as  soon  as  I  have  it  in  my  hand. 

7 

that  I'm  not  confusing  you.    I  mean,  if  you're 

8                       BOARDMEMBER  O'HARA:    I  hate  to  beat  a 

8 

confused  because  you  have  a  specific  idea  of  what 

9  dead  horse,  but  in  the  introduction  to  this  Base 

9 

peer  review  is  in  your  mind,  versus  what  the  Army 

10  Realignment  Closure  Independent  Review 

10 

thinks  peer  review  is,  maybe  that's  one  of  the 

11  Implementation  paper,  Item  1.1,  it  says:  "This 

11 

reasons  why  they  changed  the  name,  so  that  it 

12  process  was  previously  known  as  Peer  Review. 

12 

wouldn't  be  confused  with  what  is  done  within  the 

13  However,  numerous  comments  indicated  that  another 

13 

industry  under  the  name,  "peer  review."  Maybe 

14  name  would  more  accurately  capture  the  nature  of 

14 

that's  why  they  changed  the  name.    I  mean,  I  think 

15  the  review."    What  does  that  mean?    I  understand 

15 

it  is  pretty  clear  what  this  thing  is  supposed  to 

16  what  peer  review  is,  because  I  go  through  it  all 

16 

be  doing.    I  think  I  explained  it  fairly  well.  I 

17  the  time.    But  "numerous  comments,"  what  does  that 

17 

don't  know  what's  confusing  about  what  they  intend 

18  mean? 

18 

to  do  when  they  come  out  here,  and  they're  looking 

19                       BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:    Well,  I  would 

19 

at  these  five  or  six  sites. 

20  say,  that  if  you  have  an  opportunity  to  participant 

20 

BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    I  think  the 

21  in  the  review,  that  you  ask  that  question  to  the 

21 

intent  is  to  brief  here;  as  questions  come  up,  they 

22  AEC  program  manager  for  this  program.    I  don't  know 

22 

get  answered.    I  think  that's  what  Dave  is  doing. 

23  what  comments  that  they  have  about  this  peer  review 

23 

or  he's  certainly  trying  to  do  that. 

24  stuff  from  other  facilities.    I  don't  know  why  that 

24 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     I'm  here  to 

25  drove  them  to  change  the  name. 

25 

answer  any  questions  about  this,  certainly.  All 
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1  this  is,  is  just  a  normal  box  presentation.  I 

1 

paid  to  do  this  review,  and  all  the  work  that's 

2  mean,  I  think  it's  more  important  to  pay  attention 

2 

entailed  in  the  review,  and  the  expenses  for  flying 

3  to  what's  going  to  happen  during  that  week,  and  not 

3 

out  here,  and  their  accommodations,  and  all  the 

4  get  caught  up  in  the  semantics  on  the  slide.  My 

4 

cost  of  them  spending  their  professional  time  to 

5  intention  is  not  to  have  these  slides  be  confusing. 

5 

compile  a  report,  and  to  sit  in  these  meetings  all 

6  and  certainly,  I  don't  want  to  have  what  I'm  saying 

6 

week.    They're  paid  to  do  that. 

7  to  be  confusing  either.    I  mean,  it's  a  pretty 

7 

BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    By  who? 

8  straightforward  process.    I  didn't  ask  these  guys 

8 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    By  the  Army 

9  to  come  out  here.    They  told  me  this  was  going  to 

9 

Environmental  Center. 

10  happen.    I  have  to  make  sure  that  all  my  ducks  are 

10 

BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I  am  most 

11  in  order  to  host  them  when  they  come  out  here. 

11 

concerned  about  the  middle  bullet.  Established 

12  They  are  putting  my  program,  our  technical  staff 

12 

consistency  of  restoration  decisions.    You  know,  we 

13  from  the  Corps,  and  the  consultants  we've  hired,  on 

13 

have  cleanup  sites  where  a  10-foot  fence  is  put 

14  the  hot  seat  in  terms  of  what  we've  done  with  these 

14 

around  a  drinking  system  in  different  communities. 

15  selected  sites,  and  where  we're  going  to  go  with 

15 

What  we  are  talking  about  here?    I  mean,  I'm  just 

16  them. 

16 

concerned  that  our  cleanup  efforts  could  be  scaled 

17                       BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:    Is  the 

17 

down  in  an  effort  to  meet  some  standard  across  the 

18  independent  technical  review  committee 

18 

board  consistency. 

19  compensated? 

19 

BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    That's  not  what 

20                         BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  of 

20 

this  means.    And,  in  fact,  this  is  something  that's 

21  course. 

21 

been  going  on  ever  since  this  program  was  started. 

22  ,                        BOARDMEMBER  NATHEL:     Well,  "Yes,  of 

22 

And  that's  why  John  Buck,  from  the  Environmental 

23  course,"  means  they  are  compensated,  they're  paid 

23 

Center,  has  been  involved  in  the  program,  because 

24  to  do  this,  or  their  expenses  are  paid? 

24 

the  Army  Environmental  Center  is  the  lead  proponent 

25                      BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Yes,  they  are 

25 

for  developing  environmental  policy  for  the  Army. 
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1  So  from  their  purview,  they  look  across  the  entire 

2  nation,  at  not  only  closed  facilities  and 

3  realignment  facilities,  but  also  active  sites.  So 

4  they  want  to  be  able  to  look  at  a  perspective  of 

5  this  consistency.    That  doesn't  mean  that  the 

6  decisions  we  make  at  the  Presidio  need  to  be 

7  exactly  the  decisions  made  at  a  facility  in  New 

8  York,  that's  not  what  it's  saying. 

9  What  this  does  do,  by  evaluating  what  goes  on 

10  at  the  Presidio,  you  have  the  ability  to  measure 

11  consistency  within  the  decision-making  process  and 

12  the  decisions  that  are  actually  implemented.  I 

13  think  that's  something  that  the  Army  has  a  right  to 

14  look  at,  but  it's  not  to  say  or  to  minimize  the 

15  site-specific  issues  at  each  individual  facility. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    So  does  it  mean 

17  that  it  would  measure,  or  was  used  as  a  standard  of 

18  measurement,  the  responsiveness  to  community 

19  concerns? 

20  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:     No,  it's  not 

21  even  going  in  that  direction.    All  this  statement 

22  means,  is  that  the  Army  Environmental  Center  -- 

23  this  is  what  they  do,  that's  their  function  --  they 

24  look  at  environmental  cleanup  action,  environmental 

25  policy  issues  all  across  Department  of  Defense 
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^facilities.    And  by  doing  that,  they're  able  to 

2  understand  consistency  and  understand  where  there 

3  is  not  consistency,  and  develop  policy  to  try  to, 

4  if  necessary,  to  do  that,  to  try  to  put  things  back 

5  on  track  if  things  need  to  be  put  back  on  track. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    We've  certainly 

7  seen  how  the  Army  can  take  an  issue  like  lead 

8  cleanup,  and  say  we  have  to  deal  with  this 

9  evenhandedly  across  the  nation.    Why  couldn't  they 

10  strike  that  same  perspective  on  any  issue? 

11  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    I'm  not  going 

12  to  get  into  a  discussion  about  why  the  Army  has  the 

13  legal  and  technical  position  it  has  regarding  -- 

14  BOARDMEMBER  HOOPER:    I'm  trying  to 

15  understand  it. 

16  BOARDMEMBER  HENDERSON:     I  think  what 

17  they're  trying  to  look  at  is  --  say.  Army-wide,  if 

18  you  had  an  underground  storage  tank  that  had  diesel 

19  in  it,  and  similar  sites,  I  think  what  they're 

20  trying  to  say,  is  at  similar  sites,  with  similar 

21  levels  of  public  input,  is  the  Army  doing 

22  consistent  work  at  those  sites?    Would  I  be 

23  cleaning  up  to  some  very  large  number  at  one  site, 

24  or  spending  $100  million  to  clean  up  a  similar  UST 

25  here,  but  only  spending  $50  to  do  nothing  somewhere 
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1  else? 

2  What  they  are  trying  to  say  is,  for  similar 

3  sites,  is  the  Army  doing  similar  things?  And 

4  again,  if  a  site,  because  of  other  things,  makes  it 

5  not  similar,  you  may  have  to  do  more  or  less  at  a 

6  given  site.    What  they're  looking  at  is,  are  we 

7  applying  federal  laws  the  same  everywhere?  State 

8  laws  are  somewhat  different.    I  think  that's  the 

9  intent  of  what  that  statement  does. 

10  BOARDMEMBER  GEMMIL:    I 'm  feeling  very 

11  troubled  by  this,  too,  because  the  Presidio  is 

12  rather  unique.    I  think  that  there's  220  military 

13  bases  that  have  been  closed  across  the  country,  but 

14  we're  the  only  one  that's  become  a  national  park. 

15  So  this  consistency  of  restoration  decision  makes 

16  me  very  uneasy,  because  we  have  to  have  a  higher 

17  cleanup  standard  here  because  it's  going  to  be 

18  national  park,  and  also  because  land  reuse  is  not 

19  coming  in  here. 

20  I'm  hearing  that  the  Trust  gets  to  make  a 

21  seven-minute  presentation  on  site  reuse,  and  that's 

22  as  much  time  and  attention  that's  going  to  be  given 

23  to  site  reuse.    I  think  this  is  a  critical  factor 

24  here,  all  important,  in  deciding  what  restoration 

25  decisions  are  made,  what  the  land  use  is  going  to 
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1  be.    For  instance,  taking  out  the  landfill  is 

2  probably  not  included  in  any  other  military  bases 

3  where  it  might  be  necessary.    And  so  this 

4  consistency  of  restoration  makes  me  very 

5  uncomfortable. 

6  BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    Again,  I  think 

7  that  you're  getting  hung  up  on  the  semantics  of 

8  this.    This  does  not  discount  the  site-specific 

9  issues  at  the  Presidio.    This  is  from  an  agency 

10  that  has  the  responsibility  for  developing  and 

11  implementing  environmental  policy  for  the  Army,  and 

12  they  need  to  be  able  to  look  at  all  of  their 

13  sites.    And  you  can  develop  trends  by  looking  at 

14  all  of  your  sites,  that's  all  this  statement 

15  means.    It  doesn't  mean  that  anything  is  going  to 

16  be  discounted  from  a  site-specific  standpoint  at 

17  the  Presidio.    It  doesn't  mean  that.    And  with 

18  regard  to  presentation  that  the  Army  is  going  to 

19  have,  it's  only  going  to  have  a  seven-minute 

20  presentation  about  the  site,  but  the  review  team  is 

21  going  to  be  looking  at  the  reuse  plan.    The  entire 

22  document  that  the  Trust  wrote  is  being  provided  to 

23  them.    So  even  though  there's  a  seven- to- ten-minute 

24  presentation,  they're  going  to  have  this  entire 

25  document  to  look  at,  plus  all  the  comments  on  the 
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1  1997  Feasibility  Study  as  they  relate  to  these 

2  specific  sites.    So  they're  going  to  have  the  full 

3  slate  of  information  that's  available,  they're  not 

4  going  to  have  any  shortcuts  with  them. 

5  FACILITATOR  KERN:    I  think  we've  got 

6  a  number  of  items  remaining  on  our  agenda.  There 

7  are  certainly  a  lot  of  very  important  issues  being 

8  raised.    I  would  ask  people,  if  they  would  begin  to 

9  jot  some  of  those  questions  down,  and  we  need  to 

10  let  Dave  get  through  his  presentation  and  continue 

11  to  offer  those  comments  if  we  continue  to  have 

12  unanswered  questions. 

13  BOARDMEMBER  MONAGHAN:    I  notice  it's 

14  the  week  of  our  RAB  meeting,  are  you  going  to 

15  invite  them  to  the  meeting? 

16  BOARDMEMBER  UILKINS:     If  they  want  to 

17  come. 

18  All  right.    So  this  is  what  the  Army 

19  Environmental  Center  looks  for  when  they're  trying 

20  to  nominate  and  select  people.    From  what  I 

21  understand,  this  particular  slide  is  going  to  be 

22  updated  in  terms  of  the  years  of  experience  with 

23  the  speciality  areas  that  they're  looking  for. 

24  This  gives  a  good  idea  what  it  was  in  the  past. 

25  This  is  who  it's  going  to  be.    Everybody  up  here  is 
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1  working  with  the  Army  agency,  and  will  be  the 

2  members  of  the  technical  review  team.    I  don't  know 

3  any  of  these  people.    I  can't  answer  any  questions 

4  about  them.    You  can  see  what  their  area  of 

5  expertise  is.    This  just  describes  a  process  of 

6  what  we  went  through. 

7  The  BRAC  Office  says  that  you  will  have  an 

8  independent  review  done  on  your  site.  They 

9  notified  me.    We're  in  the  information  gathering 

10  stage  right  now,  responding  to  the  questionnaire 

11  that's  in  that  packet.    I  am  going  to  send  out  a 

12  subsequent  letter  explaining  the  requirements,  that 

13  there  are  no  requirements,  for  this 

14  information-gathering  process  for  anyone  except  the 

15  Army.    So  in  the  packet  that  you  have,  disregard 

16  that.    I  sent  out  a  subsequent  letter  to  the 

17  primary  folks  telling  them  not  to  worry  about 

18  that.    The  Army  is  responding  to  the  questionnaire, 

19  and  we're  putting  together  the  information  packet 

20  to  provide  the  information  review  team  with  that, 

21  and  then  they  go  through  the  document  review,  and 

22  then  they  come  out  here  for  the  meeting.    And  I'll 

23  go  through  that  in  a  second,  as  well.    Then  they 

24  prepare  their  recommendation  report,  which  you 

25  asked  about,  which  is  done  within  30  days  after  the 
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1  completion  of  the  review  week. 

2  These  are  ground  rules  for  the  independent 

3  technical  review.    They're  going  to  bring  out  a 

4  facilitator  with  them.    As  you  can  see,  the 

5  facilitator's  name  is  on  the  list  of  people.  Ernie 

6  Owens  is  the  facilitator. 

7  The  last  thing  I  want  to  talk  about,  you 

8  should  have  these  last  two  pages  as  part  of  your 

9  packet.    This  is  the  agenda  as  it  stands  right 

10  now.    I  don't  expect  that  it  will  change,  except 

11  some  of  the  sites  may  change,  as  I  mentioned 

12  previously. 

13  So  this  is  what's  going  to  happen.    They  get 

14  out  here  on  Monday,  January  11.    The  Army  group 

15  takes  them  on  a  site  tour  of  the  sites.    The  next 

16  morning  we  have  some  opening  remarks  from  the  Army 

17  Environmental  Center  folks  and  the  Department  of 

18  the  Army  BRAC  Office,  then  we  actually  get  into  the 

19  review  of  the  sites.    Again,  this  is  where  the  Army 

20  gives  its  seven- to- ten-minute  presentation  on  the 

21  site,  and  that's  followed  by  the 

22  seven-to-ten-minute  reuse  presentation  by  the  Trust 

23  and  Park  Service.    Then  we  go  into  a  technical 

24  discussion  where  they  do  all  their  asking  questions 

25  and  all  that,  and  the  Army  responds.    And  we  just 
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1  go  through  that  same  process  all  the  way  through 

2  Tuesday,  Wednesday  and  Thursday.    Then  on  Friday, 

3  that's  the  day  for  the  review  team  to  kind  of 

4  conference  among  themselves,  and  try  to  jell  some 

5  of  the  information  that  they  gathered  during  the 

6  week  and  get  ready  to  head  out  of  town.    Then  off 

7  site  to  begin  the  recommendation  report. 

8  So  that's  generally  what  the  scenario  is  and 

9  how  it's  going  to  go.    All  of  you  are  invited  to 

10  attend.    I  know  this  is  happening  during  the  course 

11  of  normal  business  days,  but  if  you  are  available, 

12  you're  welcome  to  sit  in.    This  isn't  a  closed, 

13  private,  secret,  or  otherwise  exclusive  situation, 

14  so  you're  welcome  to  participant  as  much  as  your 

15  time  allows  you  to. 

16  It's  not  definite,  but  right  now  it  looks 

17  like  it  will  be  held  at  the  91st  Division 

18  Conference  Room  at  East  Fort  Baker,  but  that's 

19  still  to  be  confirmed.    We  prefer  to  have  a  place 

20  on  the  Presidio,  but  it  doesn't  look  like  we're 

21  able  to  find  a  place. 

22  MS.  REACKHOF:    On  the  first  day  they 

23  are  coming  and  doing  a  site  tour,  we'd  like  to  be 

24  included  in  that  site  tour.    If  you  could  arrange 

25  that,  we  would  appreciate  that.    I  know  that  the 
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1  Trust  and  Park  Service  would  like  to  come  along  in 

1  17th.    As  well,  the  17th  for  the  924  firing  range. 

2  the  van. 

2  Although,  I  think  we  finished  that  excavation 

3                       BOARDMEMBER  WILKINS:    All  right. 

3  today. 

4  I'll  ask  about  that.    I  don't  think  that  would  be 

4          So  for  Crissy  Field,  it  appears  we're  going 

5  an  issue,  but  I'll  just  double  check. 

5  to  complete  all  our  excavations  for  the  holidays. 

6                       FACILITATOR  KERN:    If  you  have  any 

6  And  adjacent  to  that  are  dates  that  show  when  the 

7  other  questions  after  reading  this,  you  can  get 

7  interim  summary  will  be  provided  to  the  Army  Corps 

8  them  to  Dave.    Thanks,  Dave.    Monthly  Reports. 

8  of  Engineers.    That's  not  the  date  that  they'll  be 

9                      BOARDMEMBER  HANDEL:    Monthly  reports 

9  submitted  to  DTSC. 

10  for  Crissy  Field.    I  have  a  schedule  in  front  of 

10           The  Nike  Facility,  we  are  probably  two-thirds 

11  me,  as  do  all  of  you.    I  would  ask  that  you  take 

11  of  the  way  done.    In  all  three  magazines  we  have 

12  that  schedule  out,  because  there's  an  error  in  it. 

12  opened  the  doors  that  are  covering  them,  we've 

13  It's  the  fourth  page  in  the  document  that  looks 

13  removed  the  hydrocarbon  fluid.    We've  pumped  all 

14  like  this  in  your  text. 

14  the  water  out  of  two  of  them,  and  about  half  of  the 

15          The  sites  that  we  are  currently  working  on 

15  third  one.    We  have  removed  asbestos-containing 

16  are  the  950  site.    The  completion  for  excavation 

16  materials  in  two  of  them.    There's  one  remaining. 

17  date  is  correct,  that's  the  16th,  I  believe 

17  and  we  need  to  wait  until  all  the  water  is  pumped 

18  tomorrow. 

18  out  of  that.    We're  pressure  washing  the  walls  in 

19           Building  937,  that's  the  date  that's 

19  one  of  them,  actually,  it  looks  like  two  of  them 

20  incorrect.    That's,  12-23-98,  we'll  be  finishing 

20  are  complete.    And  then  there's  a  smaller  area 

21  excavation  there. 

21  beneath  the  lift  where  we  still  need  to  do  that 

22           The  next  site  is  Building  923  through  937, 

22  activity. 

23  we'll  be  completing  there  tomorrow,  as  well. 

23           Remaining  for  all  three  magazines,  we're  to 

24          If  you  go  down  to  the  Rifle  Institute, 

24  secure  the  doors  on  the  top  and  then  do  an 

25  further  down  the  page,  that  date  is  correct,  the 

25  inspection  with  the  Trust.    We're  currently 
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1  scheduled  to  complete  those  activities  in  January 

1                        REPORTER'S  CERTIFICATE 

2  of  1999. 

2 

3           The  next  site  was  the  680  site.  Remediation 

3 

4  has  been  complete  there  for  a  few  weeks.  We're 

4          I,  Elizabeth  Valstad,  do  hereby  certify  that 

5  doing  site  restoration.    Paving  will  occur  in  the 

5  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and  correct  statement  of 

6  courtyard,  probably,  in  the  next  two  or  three 

6  the  testimony  and  proceedings  had  in  the 

7  weeks,  and  then  we'll  prepare  a  closure  report, 

7  within-entitled  matter  and  that  the  same  is  a  full. 

8  late  January  to  early  February. 

8  true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  shorthand 

9           The  golf  course  excavation  and  commissary 

9  notes  as  taken  by  me  in  said  matter. 

10  area  excavation.    Both  of  those  activities  are 

10 

11  under  scoping  contracting  activities  at  this  time. 

11 

12  I  do  not  have  a  specific  schedule  when  we  would  be 

12           Dated:     At  San  Francisco,  California  this 

13  doing  that  physical  work. 

13                     day  of               ,  1998 

14                         FACILITATOR  KERN:    Thanks,  Bruce. 

14 

15  One  action  item  would  be  the  EPA  lead-based  paint 

15 

16  discussion  at  the  next  RAB  meeting.    I  would  assume 

16 

17  that  we'll  hear  further  update  on  meetings  with  the 

17                                    Elizabeth  Valstad 

18  regulators.    I  think  I  would  continue  to  let  the 

18 

19  Army  know  that  public  members  would  like  to  sit  in 

19 

20  on  those  technical  meetings,  offer  comments. 

20 

21  Concurrently,  we  would  like  to  have  them  reconsider 

21 

22  their  position  about  that. 

22 

23           Any  other  agenda  items  people  can  think  of? 

23 

24  Without  objection,  we're  adjourned.    Happy  holidays 

24 

25  to  everybody.    See  you  in  the  new  year. 

25 
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